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Abstract
Even though there is an abundant amount of leadership research exploring the nature of
principal leadership behaviors and its impacts on student achievement, there is an increasing
demand for sustained research on which specific leadership behaviors principals utilize that
impact the perception of teachers in their schools.
The purpose of this research study was to examine which specific McRel's 21 leadership
behaviors principals utilized as perceived by the teachers in successful high schools in low SES
areas in New Jersey. The research study also examined teachers’ perceptions based on the
school, age, years of teaching experience, gender, and level of formal education.
An online voluntary survey was sent electronically to a sample of 365 teachers from four
New Jersey high schools with differing DFG categories that were situated in financially
challenged and typically low performing school districts that performed proficiently, 75% or
higher for both Language Arts and Math on the HSPA. The selection process was based on all
New Jersey high schools in the DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE that reported 75% or higher
for both Language Arts and Math on the HSPA for 2013-2014.
Specific demographic characteristics of the participating teachers sample coupled with
one overarching research question and five subsidiary research questions were examined using
descriptive statistics and non-parametric inferential statistics, including the Friedman mean rank
test, chi-square tests, and independent sample t tests. The examination included looking for
statistically significant relationships and trends between demographics and McRel’s 21
leadership behaviors. The results reported no statistical differences existed based on the teachers'
school, age, years of teaching experience, gender, or formal level of education.
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The research results reported from this study can be used to offer data and sustenance to
principals in their knowledge, understanding, reflection, and action planning on which McRel’s
21 leadership behaviors they should be utilizing and were most significant to teachers. It can also
be used in supporting leadership preparedness programs, principals’ professional development,
and principals’ evaluation assessments. The study also adds to the overall research on improving
student achievement through principals’ leadership behaviors.

iii

Acknowledgments
The price of success is hard work, dedication to the job at hand, and the determination
that whether we win or lose, we have applied the best of ourselves to the task at hand — Vince
Lombardi.
I am very fortunate and truly thankful to have completed this process.
I would like to thank the most amazing and supportive mentor, Dr. Gerard Babo, for his
patience, support, and dedication for our work together. He is truly an inspiring mentor and
person and a superior educator in every sense of the word. I want to thank you from the bottom
of my heart for your time, support, and inspiration through this very long and difficult journey.
I would also like to thank my committee members, Dr. Gutmore and Dr. Evers-Goodwin.
Dr. Gutmore was the first face I saw and first professor I had when I entered the E.L.M.P.
program at Seton Hall University. He continued to encourage me to hold myself and the work I
do to the highest of standards. Dr. Evers-Goodwin laid the foundation for much of the work our
committee did by her exceptional research in the field of leadership behavior. It has been an
honor and privilege to work with them.
I would also like to acknowledge the undying support from the Seton Hall University
Library, they were an integral part of this research study and assisted me in getting all the
research articles and materials I needed even prior to beginning this study. Thank you for the
excellent work you do; I would not have found my way through the literature without your
assistance.
I could never express in words the encouragement, love, and support I received from my
entire family, especially my parents and sisters. I love you so much.

iv

I would like to offer my sincerest appreciation to the Elizabeth School Board of
Education, administrators I have worked with that have supported me and my work, teachers,
staff, and my two best and dearest friends, Linda Gwizdz and Janice Torpey. You have been my
backbone and backup for anything I have ever needed in school and out; without you both to
love me, support me, and truly be my friends, I would never have been able to manage through
the last five years.
To one of my unofficial mentors, Nancy Ravioli, you taught me how to be a leader both
in small teams and on paper. You taught me the skills and values that good schools should focus
on, and these leadership behaviors will carry me into the next phase of my career as a vice
principal.
To all of my friends who are like my family, your love, support, and friendship have
helped me stay strong and stay in the game even when things were difficult. I am so fortunate to
have you in my life.
Finally. to my best friend John and my son Matteo, I love you both so much. You are the
reason why I do what I do; my love for you both and our family keep me focused and motivated.
Thank for you for supporting me through many late nights that I was working and all the
sacrifices we had to make while I was in school. Love you forever.

v

Dedication
I dedicate this dissertation to my father and best friend, John Panichi. My daddy’s love,
inspiration, discipline, encouragement, and belief in me from when I was very young to even
today has given me the determination and persistence I needed to complete this degree. Thank
you so much for everything you have ever done for me and for being in my life, Daddy. Even
though you are not here to see me graduate, I know you are watching over me. You live in my
heart, my work, and who I am every day.
To my little sunshine Matteo, I hope Mommy inspires you to never give up and live and
love hard for every day you have life; and remember, nothing great comes easy.

vi

Table of Contents
ABSTRACT……………………………………………………………………………………....ii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS………………………………………………………………………..iv
DEDICATION……………….......................................................................................................vi
TABLE OF CONTENTS………………………………………………………………………..vii
LIST OF TABLES……………………………………………………………………………….ix
I. CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION………………………………………………………………………..1
Background of the Study………………………………………………………………....1
Statement of the Problem………………………………………………………………....3
Purpose of the Study……………………………………………………………………...6
Conceptual Framework…………………………………………………………………...7
Research Questions……………………………………………………………………….9
Study Design and Methodology…………………………………………………………..9
Significance of the Study………………………………………………………………...11
Limitations of the Study…………………………………………………………………12
Delimitations of the Study……………………………………………………………….13
Assumptions……………………………………………………………………………..13
Definition of Terms……………………………………………………………………...13
Summary………………………………………………………………………………....15
Organization of the Dissertation………………………………………………………....15
II. CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE……………………………………………………...16
Literature Search Procedures…………………………………………………………….17
Leadership Theory……………………………………………………………………….18
Effective Schools………………………………………………………………………...20
Student Achievement…………………………………………………………………….21
Standardized Testing……………………………………………………………………..27
Teacher Perceptions……………………………………………………………………...28
Theoretical Foundation………………………………………………………………......29
Contingency Theory……………………………………………………………………...33
Situational Leadership…………………………………………………………………...34
Instructional Leadership………………………………………………………………….37
Transactional Leadership………………………………………………………………...40
Leadership Conclusions……………………………………………………….................41
Practical and Research Significance……………………………………………………..42
Conclusion…………………………………………………………………….................43
III. CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY……………………………………………………………................45
Research Design………………………………………………………………................45
Research Questions………………………………………………………………………46
Sample……………………………………………………………………………………47

vii

Framework of the Study………………………………………………………................48
Instrumentation .................................................................................................................49
Data Collection .................................................................................................................51
Data Analysis ....................................................................................................................54
Summary ...........................................................................................................................55
IV. CHAPTER IV
THE FINDINGS…………………………………………………………………………56
Introduction…………………………………………………………………................... 56
Descriptive Analysis of the Sample……………………………………………………...58
Descriptive Analysis 21Leadership Behaviors Survey Composite Score……………….62
Results……………………………………………………………………………………62
Overarching Research Question…………………………………………………………62
Subsidiary Research Question 1…………………………………………………………64
Subsidiary Research Question 2…………………………………………………………68
Subsidiary Research Question 3…………………………………………………………71
Subsidiary Research Question 4…………………………………………………………74
Subsidiary Research Question 5…………………………………………………………76
Additional Analysis 21 Leadership Behaviors Component Scores……………………...79
Summary………………………………………………………………………………..107
V. CHAPTER V
INTRODUCTION…………………...............................................................................109
Statement of the Problem ................................................................................................109
Purpose of the Study .......................................................................................................110
Summary Procedures ......................................................................................................110
Demographic Data ..........................................................................................................111
Summary of Findings .....................................................................................................111
Discussions & Conclusions…………………………………………………………….115
Recommendations for Policy and Practice……………………………………………..122
Recommendations for Future Research………………………………………………...132
Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………...133
REFERENCES ...........................................................................................................................135
APPENDICES
Appendix A. Permission from McRel ...........................................................................154
Appendix B. Survey ........................................................................................................156
Appendix C. IRB Approval.............................................................................................173
Appendix D. Letter of Solicitation Superintendent/Principal…………………………..174
Appendix E. Letter of Solicitation Teachers……………………………………………176

viii

List of Tables
Table

Page

1. McRel's 21 Leadership Behaviors and Effect Sizes .....................................................48
2. Gender of Teacher Respondents ...................................................................................59
3. Years of Respondents' Teaching Experience60.............................................................59
4. Respondents' Teaching Assignment (By Content) .......................................................60
5. Years in Current School…………… ............................................................................60
6. Highest Degree Earned by Responding Teachers..........................................................61
7. Age of Respondents………………...............................................................................61
8. Mean Composite Score Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors in Rank Order…….63
9. ANOVA Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors across All Four Schools…………65
10. ANOVA Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors Based on Age Ranges…………...68
11. ANOVA Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors Based on Years of Formal
Teaching Experience……………………………………………………………….....71
12. Independent t Test Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors Based on Gender………75
13. ANOVA Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors Based on Levels of Formal
Education…………………………………………………………...............................77
14. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Six Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Affirmation”……………………………….80
15. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Rank Test for the Four Component Questions
That Make Up the Behavior “Relationships”…………………………………………81
16. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Outreach”…………………………………..82
17. Descriptive Statistics for the Three Component Questions That Make Up the
Behavior “Order”……………………………………………………………………..83
18. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Communication”………………………….. 84

ix

19. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Six Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Visibility…………………………………..85
20. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Culture”…………………………………...86
21. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Two
Component Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Resources………………….....87
22. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Two
Component Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Monitoring/Evaluating…….....88
23. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Rank Test for the Seven Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Focus” …………………………………….89
24. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four
Component Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Ideals/Beliefs”…………….....90
25. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Five Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Flexibility”………………………………..91
26. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Three
Component Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Input”………………………...92
27. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four
Component Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Situational Awareness”………93
28. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Three
Component Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Discipline”…………………...94
29. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Optimizer…………………………………95
30. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction,
& Assessment”……………………………………………………………………....96
31. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Six Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Intellectual Stimulation”……………….....97
32. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Three Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Change Agent…………………………….99
33. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component
Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Contingent Reward”……………………..100

x

34. Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Three
Component Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Involvement in
Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment” ………………………………………...101
35. Friedman Mean Rank Test on All 85 Behavior Component Scores………………..102

xi

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Background of the Study
Leadership is defined as the action of leading a group of people or an organization
(Oxford Dictionary, 2014). The search for characteristics or traits of leaders has continued
throughout human history. What are the characteristics that make a great leader? Is it personality
traits, situational and environmental factors, or skill level? Early leadership theories focused on
what qualities distinguished leaders and followers (Allport, 1936; Cattell, 1965) while
subsequent theories examined other variables such as situational factors and skill levels (Yukl,
1992; Chemers & Ayman, 1993; Endsley, 1995; Bass, 2009). From those theories, eight formal
leadership theories have emerged: great man, trait, contingency, situational, behavior,
participative, management, and relationship. Plato’s Republic examined the question: what
qualities distinguish an individual as a leader? Plato recognized the importance of leadership and
implied the assumption that leadership is rooted in the characteristics that certain individuals
possess (Plato, 380 B.C.).
Early theories of leadership proposed that great leaders emerged because of an innate
combination of ability and personal characteristics; i.e., a belief that leaders were “born not
made” (Bolden, 2005). Subsequent models have questioned this contention and disputed that
leadership behaviors can be learned over time and can be taught to match the situation or task
(Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; Fiedler, 1964). Opposing leadership theories contend leadership lies
somewhere in between and that leadership is a combination of behavior, tasks, and relationships
(Blake & Mounton, 1964; Sergiovanni, 1999; Yukl, 1998.) Leaders will develop a style of
leadership and that will be determined by an array of contextual and situational factors (Bolden,
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2005). Yukl (1998) contends there is an assumption that leadership occurs in all organizations.
Extensive research has been undertaken on leadership behavior and its impact on people and
organizations since the 1950s (Yukl, 1998); for example, how leadership affects organizational
effectiveness, empowerment, efficacy, trust and relationships, interpersonal and group dynamics,
organizing groups and teams. Human resource management has been discussed by a plethora of
authors (Bandura, 1998; Yukl, & Becker, 2007; Bolman & Deal, 2008; Hoy & Hoy, 2003; Yukl,
2009; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Maslow, 1943). Schools are also organizations, and school
leadership is an integral part of the success of the school. One indicator of school success is
measured in terms of student achievement. Leithwood contends that leadership has significant
effects on student learning, that principals and teachers provide most of the leadership in schools,
that a core set of leadership practices form the basics of successful leadership, and that successful
school leaders respond productively to challenges and opportunities (Leithwood, 2003;
Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008).
When we discuss leadership in schools, the assumption is that the principal is the primary
leader and thus has the strongest impact on the school and student achievement. Empirical
evidence was provided by Hallinger and Heck between 1980 and 1998 from their quantitative
analysis studies of leadership, which included four dozen studies across all types of schools, and
contended school leadership had an effect on pupil outcomes. Their reviews concluded that the
combined direct and indirect effects of school leadership on pupil outcomes are small but
educationally significant (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008).
In 2003, Waters, Marzano, and McNulty published the 21 Leadership Responsibilities,
which provides current and valid evidence to support specific leadership behaviors linked to
student achievement. They calculated an average correlation between each leadership behavior
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and the measures of pupil achievement. From these data, estimates were made of the effects on
pupil test scores. The authors concluded that a ten percentile point increase in pupil test scores
would result from the work of an average leader who improved her/his demonstrated abilities in
the 21 responsibilities (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008).
Conclusively, there is research-based evidence contending that school leadership

and

principals’ behaviors have an impact on student achievement (Hallinger & Heck, 2001; Waters,
McNulty, & Marzano, 2003; Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008). Waters, McNulty &
Marzano’s (2003) meta-analysis on leadership behaviors and student achievement led to
McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors that supported school leadership as an essential factor for
improving student achievement.
This study sought to examine the manifestation and practice of these 21 leadership
behaviors from successful high schools in low socioeconomic (SES) districts in New Jersey that
performed at a 75% or higher proficiency rating in both Language Arts and Mathematics on the
2013-2014 HSPA New Jersey State Exam. The sample included teachers from four identified
successful schools residing in district factor groups (DFG) A, B, CD, and DE that reported their
perceptions of their particular principal’s leadership behaviors.
Statement of the Problem
In New Jersey, schools principals are held accountable for student achievement.
Additionally, much of the current criticism concerning high school education is based on how
well prepared students are when they graduate. In 1983, Ernest Boyer released a set of reports
discussing failure levels of high schools and their graduates. A Nation at Risk, a report completed
and released during the Regan administration, contributed and brought attention to the low skill
levels and standards for graduates and the notion that American schools were failing (National
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Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). After that report, the issues of student
achievement and student performance dominated the political realm and set off a political wave
of federal, state, and local reform (1991). The major educational reform movement of the past 20
years has been standards-based accountability (Carnay, Elmore, & Siskin).
In 1999 Abelmann & Elmore discussed their theory on the evolution of accountability in
schools and how high-stakes testing measured student achievement and drove accountability at
the local levels. Furthermore, principals were faced with state and federal mandates in regards to
raising student achievement scores in their schools. Accountability of schools has been a large
part of the reform movements to raise student achievement in public education in the United
States (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). In 2002, President Bush signed into law The No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) that was a federal law that placed requirements on all public
schools in the United States. This funding law expanded the federal government’s role in
education and aimed to improve education for disadvantaged or low-income students. The law
included a number of measures such as annual testing, academic progress, Average Yearly
Progress (AYP), report cards, teacher qualifications, and funding changes designed to drive
student achievement and hold schools more accountable for student progress (Education Week,
2004).
Accountability for student achievement, which includes the requirements of NCLB, falls
on the shoulders of the principals as the primary decision makers for their schools. There is an
assumption that principals’ decisions and behaviors are aligned to what their individual school
needs; however, principal perceptions of their behaviors, which McNulty, Marzano, & Waters
call self-awareness, and the teachers’ perceptions of principals behaviors may not be aligned
(McNulty, Marzano, & Waters, 2003). Furthermore, it is meaningful to examine the relationship
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between teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s use of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors and
student achievement scores from high schools in DFG’s that have low SES but have performed
at 75% or better proficiency levels in Language Arts and Mathematics.
Currently, limited conclusive empirical evidence exists based on a principal's perceived
use of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors and student achievement in New Jersey high schools..
Research studies have suggested possible cause and effect relationships between school
leadership and student achievement and focused on trying to understand, examine, and identify
what variables or factors influence student achievement. It has been suggested through different
types of leadership research that leadership behaviors such as decision making, leadership in
organizations, climate and culture, instruction, efficacy, and trust all may have an impact on
student academic achievement (Yukl, 2005; Stanovich & West, 1998, 2000; Galotti, 1999;
Bolman & Deal, 2007; Elmore, 1995; Cotton, 2003; Hargreaves, 2003; Waters, Marzano, &
McNulty, 2003; Leithwood, Seashore Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom, 2004; Parker, Bruin de
Bruin, & Fischhoff, 2007; Broder & Simon, 1947; Levin, 1996; Klein, 2001; Kahneman, 1979;
Sergiovanni, 1990; Bandura, 1999; Hoy & Hoy, 2003).
In a review of the literature pertaining to principals’ leadership behaviors, there is no
empirical evidence to suggest that principals in successful New Jersey high schools in areas of
low SES are using any of the 21 leadership behaviors as perceived by McRel (Waters, McNulty,
& Marzano, 2003). It is essential to both the field and the research base to determine through
empirical data if there is a trend or pattern of behavior that exists between the use of the 21
leadership behaviors and student achievement in successful New Jersey high schools situated in
low socioeconomic status (SES) areas.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine, from the perspective of New Jersey high
school teachers, how their respective building principals from a small sample of successful New
Jersey high schools in the bottom four District Factor Groups (DFG) identified A, B, CD, and
DE utilized McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors, which have been previously suggested to
positively impact student achievement.
The DFG for school districts in New Jersey were originally developed in 1975 as part of
school finance formulas to determine funding. The DFG rankings represent a measure of a New
Jersey community’s socioeconomic status (SES) (NJ Department of Education, 2010). The
DFGs were calculated using six variables closely related to SES, which were the percentage of
adults with no high school diploma, percentage of adults with some college education,
occupational status, unemployment rate, percentage of individuals in poverty, and median family
income (NJ Department of Education, 2010). The different DFG rankings essentially classify and
categorize communities based on socioeconomic status. These rankings are also used in assisting
in funding needs for schools in the state of New Jersey. The categories are updated every ten
years when the census occurs; however, DFG rankings generally do not change (NJ Department
of Education, 2010).
This study used the 2013-2014 New Jersey High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA)
scores to determine which schools in the DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE were identified as
successful by receiving a score of 75% or higher in Language Arts and Mathematics. The New
Jersey Department of Education releases reports online of high school students’ standardized test
scores on the HSPA, an exit exam that determines eligibility to graduate from high school in
New Jersey. Every high school in New Jersey that participates in the HSPA exam receives a
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score for their high school for Language Arts literacy (LAL) and Mathematics.
This study examined from the perspective of New Jersey high school teachers how the
building principals from a small sample of successful New Jersey high schools might utilize
McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors in their daily practice.
The scores are determined by students’ test scores for Mathematics and student test
scores for Language Arts Literacy (LAL). The state of New Jersey reports the aggregate
percentage of students who achieved a score of Proficient in Mathematics and LAL. The
Mathematics scores and Language Arts scores of each high school are based on the number of
students that took the exam for Mathematics and took the exam for Language Arts. The
Mathematics and LAL scores of the students that took the exam for each high school are then
calculated using a formula to yield a total score for the each high school for Mathematics and
total score for each high school for Language Arts Literacy (LAL). One score for Mathematics
and one score for LAL represent each individual high school as a whole.
Examining HSPA scores and leadership behaviors that principals use from four DFG
categories with similar levels of SES and demographics may provide some evidence of which
leadership behaviors may have an impact on student achievement and school performance during
an academic school year.
Essentially, I hoped to discover through teacher perception surveys, using McRel’s 21
leadership behaviors as the construct model, if there are any specific trends and/or similarities in
principal leadership behaviors. The eight New Jersey high schools identified in the study were
identified as successful performing high schools in low SES districts.
Conceptual Framework
Leithwood’s research contended that principals are the second most important factor,
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other than teachers, that impact student academic performance and principals and teachers agree
that there are core leadership behaviors that are helpful in improving student performance
(Leithwood et al., 2004).
McRel conducted three quantitative studies on the effects of classroom, school, and
leadership practices on student achievement between 1998 and 2003. The initial study examined
specific instructional strategies that had a statistically significant impact on student achievement
(Marzano, 1998; Marzano, Gaddy, & Dean, 2000), and the second study examined specific
school practices that had a statistically significant impact on student achievement (Marzano,
2000, 2003). The third study was a meta-analysis on school-level leadership and its impacts on
student achievement (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003).

This analysis reviewed and

examined the effects of principal leadership on student achievement in over 5,000 studies.
Included were 69 studies of more than 14,000 teacher ratings of principal leadership for 2,802
principals. Ratings of principal leadership were correlated with more than 1.4 million student
achievement scores (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). They determined that there was a
statistically significant correlation of .25 between school-level leadership and student
achievement (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003).
In addition, they identified 21 specific research-based leadership behaviors that had a
statistically significant correlation to student achievement and coined the concept of
“instructional leadership” (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). For principals to adequately
apply behaviors that will assist in positively influencing student achievement, they must first
identify what those specific behaviors are. This study hopes to identify and report which of the
21 leadership behaviors New Jersey high school principals used from four different high schools
in different DFG categories situated in low SES districts but that still performed proficiently,
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75% or higher for both Mathematics and LAL on the HSPA, as perceived by their respective
teachers.
I wanted to further explore the leadership behaviors that principals were using in New
Jersey high schools that were successful, which could influence student achievement as
perceived by a sample of teachers. The following research questions were examined:
Research Questions
Overarching Research Question: From the teachers’ perspective, which specific McRel 21
leadership behaviors were identified as being most utilized by four New Jersey high school
principals from DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE in schools that scored 75% or higher in
Mathematics and Language Arts on the 2013-2014 HSPA exam?
Subsidiary Research Questions:
1. Do these perceptions differ based on the school?
2. Do these perceptions differ based on age?
3. Do these perceptions differ based on years of teaching experience?
4. Do these perceptions differ based on gender?
5. Do these perceptions differ based on level of formal education?
Study Design and Methodology
The research study was a descriptive quantitative survey analysis that was designed using
the individual teacher as the primary unit of analysis. The study included surveys to elicit
information from a voluntary sample of New Jersey high school teachers from four different
successful New Jersey high schools in four different DFG categories in areas of low SES. The
survey tool measured their perceptions of their principal’s use of the McRel’s 21 leadership
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behaviors. The teacher surveys were used to determine the level of use of the 21 leadership
behaviors by their school’s respective principal for their specific assigned school.
The survey instrument used was a modified version of McRel’s Balanced Leadership
Profile approved by Dr. Tim Waters and McRel (See Appendix C). The data collection was
completed through the distribution and collections of a hard copy survey for teachers.
Superintendents and boards of education from four schools received a letter asking them if
solicitation of principals and staff would be permitted. Then principals received a solicitation
letter via email requesting their school’s participation in the study. After permission was granted,
teachers received a hard copy survey, which included a breakdown of 85 questions of the 21
leadership behaviors outlined by McRel. However, there was no description of each leadership
behavior provided for respondents to read before answering. Respondents were asked to answer
each question by circling strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree, or strongly disagree based
on their perception of how strongly their principal used each behavior. These responses were
subsequently coded as 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1, respectively, to facilitate quantitative data analyses. The
questions were arranged in multiple-choice format and took 15 to 20 minutes to complete.
The sample of teachers was drawn from four New Jersey high schools that were selected
from DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE that obtained 75% or higher proficiency rating in both
Language Arts and Mathematics on the 11th grade 2014 HSPA exam. The HSPA performance in
the aggregate for all high schools in New Jersey can be obtained from the State of New Jersey’s
Department of Education website. The HSPA scores were organized by DFG alphabetically on
an Excel spreadsheet. Each county has an alphabetized list with the individual district names and
high school scores. Every high school had one total score for Mathematics and one total score for
Language Arts. The total score for Mathematics was a combined score that added Proficient and
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Advanced Proficient scores for the students that took the exam for Mathematics. The total score
for Language Arts was a combined score that added Proficient and Advanced Proficient scores
for the students that took the exam for Language Arts. If the combined score was 75% or higher
for both Math and LAL, that high school was included in the pool to be sampled.
Significance of the Study
This study is of interest to education researchers and principals in New Jersey because
there is limited empirical research that examines principals’ use of McRel’s 21 leadership
behaviors, which have been posited to positively influence student achievement. Therefore, this
study will add to the literature examining teachers’ perceptions of principals’ specific use of the
21 leadership behaviors in four successful New Jersey high schools from similar areas of SES.
The study will provide principals with a knowledge base that allows them to reflect on their own
behaviors and how these identified behaviors might influence overall student achievement.
For high school principals to have successful high schools, they should be utilizing
behaviors that have a positive impact on student achievement. In order for principals to have an
understanding of which specific behaviors positively impact achievement, they first need to be
able to identify those specific behaviors. In addition, it would be helpful to principals if they
could also identify successful high school demographics similar to those of their own high
schools where principals are utilizing those specific behaviors and having success with student
achievement. Furthermore, these two sets of information may help strengthen the principals’
leadership behaviors in their high schools by assisting them in self-reflecting on what behaviors
they use or do not use and the success of their school.
Furthermore, if principals were provided research data on how specific leadership
behaviors positively impacted student achievement in other high schools from similar
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demographics to their own school, principals might reflect on their behaviors and it may assist
them in changing or improving their own leadership behaviors.
Limitations of the Study
The following limitations were identified in this study:


The leadership responsibilities and behaviors identified and used in the study were
based only on those from McRel's 21 Leadership Responsibilities as outlined in the
balanced leadership profile.



Data were collected through one online survey only from teachers situated in four New
Jersey high schools.



Findings may not be generalized to states beyond New Jersey



Findings may not be generalized to high schools in the state of New Jersey in DFG
classifications that are not A, B, CD & DE.



The study is based on teacher perceptions and is self reported and cannot be controlled
for teacher bias.



The data and information gained from the study can only provide insight and promote
principal self-reflection. External validity with regard to student performance is only
speculative.



The data source used to report New Jersey high school student achievement scores was
limited by what the state released.



The student achievement scores examined were from the 2013-2014 school year.

12

Delimitations of the Study
The following delimitations were identified in this study:


The study was limited to only teachers from four New Jersey high schools and only
examined the leadership behaviors of four New Jersey high school principals.



The sample was limited to public school teachers; therefore, results cannot be
generalized to private or charter high schools.



Data collection was limited to teachers that completed the surveys from four New
Jersey high schools from DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE that had HSPA scores of
75% of higher in Mathematics and LAL.
Assumptions

The following assumptions were made while conducting this study:


The McRel 21 leadership behaviors shortened version survey instrument was used as
an accurate measurement of teachers’ perceptions regarding principals’ use of the 21
leadership behaviors of high school principals.



It was assumed in this study that teachers answered the questions honestly and
provided the requested information without bias to skew information about their
principal’s performance and/or student achievement.



It was assumed that McRel’s Balanced Leadership Profile survey was reliable and
appropriate for the research being conducted.
Definition of Terms

Alternative High School Proficiency Assessment (AHSA): An alternative high school exit exam
and graduation requirement given to New Jersey 11th grade high school students.
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Students must be Proficient in Mathematics and Language Arts Literacy (LAL) to be
eligible for graduation.
Balanced Leadership Profile®: An online feedback tool intended to gather information about
school leadership from various perspectives: an individual principal, the teachers working
with the principal, and the principal's supervisor. The purpose of the Balanced Leadership
Profile Survey is to provide building principals with multiple perspectives on their
fulfillment of the 21 leadership behaviors identified in McRel's leadership research, and
to furnish feedback on principals' change leadership.
District Factor Group (DFG): In New Jersey, schools are ranked according to the SES of the
population based on census data and put into one of the eight DFG categories from A to
J; A is the lowest level of SES, and J is the highest level of SES.
Effective Schools: Used to describe schools that have as their primary goal well-rounded
academic programs. They provide instruction that promotes student learning as well as a
positive school climate (Sergiovanni, 2006).
High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA): A high school exit exam and graduation
requirement given to New Jersey 11th grade high school students. Students must be
Proficient in Mathematics and LAL to be eligible for graduation.
Mid-Continental Research for Education and Learning (McRel): A nationally recognized nonprofit organization that identified 21 leadership behaviors to help improve student
achievement through leadership practices, strategies, and skills (Waters, Marzano, and
McNulty, 2003).
Performance Reports: Reports that New Jersey began releasing in 2011-2012 that included data
about high schools’ performance. The reports included four categories that examined
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high school performance via a “peer method” to other high schools rather than just using
test scores to determine proficiency.
Principal: The person serving as the primary administrative leader of the school.
Summary
Tise study is valuable because it attempts to provide evidence on teachers’ perceptions
about their principals’ use of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors, which has been proven to
positively impact student achievement, at four successful performing New Jersey high schools in
low SES school districts. The study undergirds the notion that principals’ leadership behaviors
might influence student performance, and the outcome of the study may lead to discovery of new
information and further inquiries of leadership behavior and school performance.
Organization of the Dissertation
Chapter I provides a description of the statement of the problem and theoretical basis for
evaluation. Chapter II includes a literature review related to theories and research on leadership
behavior, student achievement and change, effective school research, impacts of school
leadership behaviors, and McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors. Chapter III specifies the
methodology, study design, and McRel survey instrument used to collect data from the sample of
New Jersey high school teachers. Chapter IV reports and outlines the findings of the study, and
Chapter V discusses the conclusions and implications of the findings, policy recommendations,
and suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The purpose of this study was to examine, from the perspective of New Jersey high
school teachers, how their respective building principals from a small sample of successful New
Jersey high schools in the bottom four DFG rating groups identified A, B, CD, and DE utilized
McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors, which have been previously suggested to positively impact
student achievement.
The review of the literature examined empirical research studies and theoretical ideas that
attempt to provide insight into the perspectives of New Jersey high school teachers on how their
respective building principals from New Jersey high schools in low SES areas utilized McRel’s
21 leadership behaviors, which have been suggested to positively impact student achievement.
The review also included effective schools, school leadership, and teachers’ perceptions of
principals' use of leadership behaviors in successful schools. These concepts are relevant and
crucial in assisting school leaders in identifying what specific behaviors are effective in
improving student achievement.
The dynamics of leadership have continued to evolve throughout human history from
examining characteristics of a great leader, personality traits, situational and environmental
factors, skill levels, and leadership/management styles to instructional and transformational
leadership. It has been suggested through different types of leadership research that leadership
behaviors such as decision making, leadership in organizations, climate and culture, instruction,
efficacy, and trust all may have an impact on student academic achievement and what happens in
schools (Yolk, 2005; Stanovich & West, 1998, 2000; Galotti, 1999, Bolman & Deal, 2007;
Elmore, 1995; Cotton, 2003; Hargreaves, 2003; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003; Leithwood,
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Seashore-Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Parker, Bruin de Bruin, & Fischhoff, 2007;
Levin, 1996; Klein, 2001; Kahneman, 1979; Sergiovanni, 1990; Bandura, 1999, Hoy & Hoy,
2003).
An examination of topics will include the history of leadership theory, the specific
leadership behaviors and variables that have been previously proven to positively impact student
achievement, and the relevance of teacher perception. Furthermore, an examination of these
topics will continue to add to the research on student achievement, especially student
achievement on the 2013-2014 HSPA in Mathematics and Language Arts (LAL) in low SES
New Jersey high schools.
The intent was to identify which of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors New Jersey high
schools principals in successful high schools in areas of low SES were utilizing. The purpose of
the literature review was to identify empirical research studies that examined leadership
behaviors specific to influencing student achievement.
Literature Search Procedures
The literature reviewed accessed various online education, psychology, and business
databases including AERA, ERIC, EBSCO Host, ProQuest, JSTOR, Questia, and Academic
Search Premier as well as print editions of peer-reviewed educational journals, literature reviews,
dissertations, and books.. Also, the search engines Google and Google Scholar were used to find
historical background information on the topics. Each section of the literature review included
empirical studies and methodologies. I presented the results by following the framework for
scholarly literature reviews developed by Boote and Beile (2005). The literature review was
organized and outlined by sections: leadership theory, effective schools, student achievement,
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standardized testing, teacher perceptions, theoretical foundation of school leadership, practical
and research significance, and conclusion.
Leadership Theory
Early leadership theories focused on what qualities distinguished the differences between
leaders and followers (Allport, 1936; Cattell, 1965) while subsequent theories examined other
variables such as situational factors and skill levels (Yukl, 1992; Chemers & Ayman, 1993;
Endsley, 1995; Bass, 2009). From those theories eight formal leadership theories emerged: great
man, trait, contingency, situational, behavior, participative, management, and relationship.
Early theories of leadership proposed that great leaders emerged because of an innate
combination of ability and personal characteristics; i.e., a belief that leaders were “born, not
made” (Bolden, 2005). Subsequent models have questioned this contention and disputed that
leadership behaviors can be learned over time and can be taught to match the situation or task
(Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; Fiedler, 1964). Opposing leadership theories contend leadership
behavior is a combination of behavior, tasks, and relationships (Blake & Mounton, 1964;
Sergiovanni, 1999; Yukl, 1998.) Leaders develop a style of leadership and that is determined by
an array of contextual and situational factors (Bolden, 2005).
Yukl (1998) contended that leadership occurs in all organizations. Extensive research has
been undertaken on leadership behavior and its impact on people and organizations since the
1950s (Prentice Hall, 2001). For example, how leadership affects organizational effectiveness,
empowerment, efficacy, trust and relationships, interpersonal and group dynamics, organizing
groups and teams, and human resource management has been discussed by a plethora of authors
(Bandura, 1998; Yukl & Becker, 2007; Bolman & Deal, 2008; Hoy & Hoy, 2003; Yukl, 2009;
Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Maslow, 1943). Schools are also organizations, and school leadership

18

is an integral part of the success of the school. One indicator of school success is measured in
terms of student achievement. Leithwood contended that leadership has significant effects on
student learning, that principals and teachers provide most of the leadership in schools, a core set
of leadership practices form the basics of successful leadership, and successful school leaders
respond productively to challenges and opportunities (Leithwood, 2003; Leithwood, Harris, &
Hopkins, 2008).
In the 1980s there was a shift, and school leaders looked more closely at how effective
schools operated (Lashway, 2002) because of tasks and responsibilities of school principals. The
principals’ tasks and responsibilities were specifically identified as planning, organizing,
facilitating change, and motivating staff (Glickman, 1985; Pajak 1989).
Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) suggested that principals of high achieving schools
that demonstrated successful leadership established a commitment to learning goals, which was a
factor in improving student learning. Leadership is second only to classroom instruction among
all school related factors that contribute to what students learn at school (Leithwood et al., 2004,
p. 5). The findings by Leithwood et al. (2004) supported improving leadership as an essential
component to successful school reform.
Numerous research studies have examined the school principal and leadership in many
different contexts. For example, many suggest school success can be attributed to principals’
skills, behaviors, and/or personal characteristics and can lead to an increase in student
achievement. Educational leadership studies have also examined research on improving
leadership, in terms of analysis and patterns of behaviors, the relationship between principals and
teachers in terms of job satisfaction and efficacy, and the impacts of principal leadership on
school culture and climate.
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Effective Schools
Edmonds’ (1979) studies on effective schools contributed to the theoretical concept of
effective schools. This theoretical concept examined principals’ leadership to improve
educational outcomes. The principal's leadership behavior was identified as having an impact on
student achievement. The largest school reform movement began in 1966 after the release of the
Equality of Educational Opportunity/Coleman Report that concluded academic achievement was
less related to the quality of a student's school but more related to the social composition of the
school, the student's sense of control of his environment and future, the verbal skills of teachers,
and the student's family background (Coleman, 1966).
Edmonds’ (1979) findings concluded there were five correlations that were interrelated in
effective schools: The leadership of the principal is characterized by substantial attention to the
quality of instruction: an orderly, safe climate exists that is conducive to teaching and learning;
there is a pervasive and broadly understood instructional focus; pupil achievement is used as the
measure for program evaluation (Mace-Matluck, 1987, pp. 14-15); and teacher behaviors convey
expectations that all students must obtain minimum mastery.
Brookover and Lezotte (1979) and Edmonds (1979) contended that effective schools
share common characteristics and qualities, which include a clear mission, staff agreement on
goals and purposes, a goal-oriented staff, and articulation of purpose by the principal (p. 195). In
the 1980s another research study by Mortimore and Sanunong (1987) concluded regardless of
the socioeconomic background, effective schools raised student performance. Sergiovanni also
contended staff agreement on goals, a clear mission and sense of purpose, instruction that
promotes student learning, and a positive school climate are characteristics of effective schools
(Sergiovanni, 2006).

20

Multiple research studies have concluded there are factors that imply a connection
between principal leadership and student achievement. Leithwood and Montgomery (1982)
address this issue of a connection between principal leadership and effective schools. Their study
concluded that an effective principal was actively involved with teachers and the instructional
program in numerous ways. A more traditional principal did not become involved and was
"drowned in a sea of administration" (p. 330).
Student Achievement
Student achievement is defined as the status of subject-matter knowledge,
understandings, and skills at one point in time (National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards, 2009). In the late 1970s, research conducted by Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer,
and Wisenbaker (1979) found that the direct effects of the principals’ behavior might have an
impact on student achievement.
Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) found that student learning was impacted by the
principal's behaviors and classroom-related factors. Leithwood and Montgomery (1982)
described how school leaders progress through different stages as they gain experience. While
there is clearly a relationship between the instructional leader and student achievement, it is not
clear what behaviors specifically have the greatest effect (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982).
Hallinger and Heck (1998) contended that principals have an indirect effect on student
achievement through school culture, school environment, and teachers. In the 1980s and 1990s,
Hallinger and Heck (1998) examined the connection between principals and school
effectiveness. The results of their study indicated that "leadership effect sizes were consistent
with other school-level variables. The evidence implied that change in distributed leadership
could be empirically linked to change in school improvement capacity and subsequent growth in
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student learning" (p. 35). This discovery concluded evidence for principal influence on school
effectiveness and student achievement as being measurable; however, at the very least it was an
indirect effect (Sergiovanni, 2006, p. 52).
Additional research studies explored the principal's role in school effectiveness and
impact on student achievement through examining school related contextual factors, such as
policy, teacher practices, and goal setting.
Hallinger and Heck (1998) emphasize that principal leadership is important to student
achievement and influences student learning; for example, positively impacting school culture.
Contrarily, Witziers, Bosker, and Kruger (2003) conducted a meta-analysis from 1986 to
1996 which examined the quantitative relationship between school leadership and student
achievement, specifically to what extent principals directly affect student outcomes. They
examined indirect and direct effect models on student achievement and found that the direct
effect of principals on student achievement is close to zero (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood,
Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1999; Witziers, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003). Witziers, Bosker, and Kruger
(2003) explained that most studies examined direct effects of leadership on student achievement
versus examining direct and indirect effects, and a majority of research studies on school
effectiveness utilize direct effect models, specifically multilevel regression models, that set up
specific school and/or class characteristics. They also concluded there was a weak relationship
on average but suggested there might be a more substantial indirect relationship (p. 26). They
contended the effects of principal leadership behaviors on student learning had no direct impact
on secondary school principal leadership. Rather, they posited that leadership was no longer
proposed as having a direct influence on learning outcomes but as having an indirect influence
on the impact of school organization and culture" (p. 401).
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These paradigm shifts examining the effects principals have on schools and achievement
sparked additional research studies on the indirect effects of principals and the relationship
between principals’ values and behaviors; for example, visions, goals, and missions and
improving student learning. Blase and Blase (1999) conducted a study on the indirect effects of
principal leadership behavior by examining principals’ decision making with regard to teacher
empowerment; for example, teacher evaluation and monitoring of student behavior and progress
(Blase & Blase, 1999). They also concluded that effective instructional leadership included
integration of collaboration to promote school culture, peer coaching, study groups, and
reflective discussions that allows teachers to engage in professional dialogues (Blase & Blase,
1999).
Continued research on leadership behavior and student achievement led to a metaanalysis which identified specific behaviors that demonstrated statistical significance in their
effect on student achievement (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). Their meta-analysis
included research over a 30-year period. The study included K-12 students, 2,802 schools, 1.4
million students, and 14,000 teachers. The study examined the relationship between principal
leadership and student academic achievement and included a framework on school leadership.
Student achievement was measured using standardized tests, state tests, or composite indexes
based on one or both. Those research findings demonstrated how student achievement could be
positively influenced by skills, strategies, and practices of the principal, which are also vital to
that of an instructional leader (Marzano et al., 2005).
From Marzano’s (2005) research study, 21 leadership behaviors emerged identifying
what principal leadership behaviors were correlated to student achievement. The 21 leadership
behaviors included the following: affirmation, change agent, contingent rewards, culture,
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communication, discipline, flexibility, focus, ideals/beliefs, input; intellectual stimulation,
involvement in curriculum, instruction and assessment, knowledge of curriculum, instruction and
assessment, monitoring/evaluating, optimizer, order, outreach, relationships, resources,
situational awareness, and visibility (pp. 42-43).
The research study concluded there were 21 specific research-based responsibilities and
behaviors identified that were significantly aligned with student achievement. A significant
relationship existed between leadership and student achievement with an average effect size of
.25, expressed as a correlation between leadership and student achievement.
The meta-analysis established R-values for principal leadership behaviors and student
achievement (Marzano et al., 2005). The 21 leadership behaviors and their correlation Pearson r
coefficients with student academic achievement were as follows:


Affirmation .19 – Recognizes and celebrates school accomplishments and
acknowledges failures



Change Agent .25 – Is willing to and actively challenges the status quo



Contingent Rewards .24 – Recognizes and rewards individual accomplishments



Communication .23 – Establishes strong lines of communication with and among
teachers and students



Culture .25 – Fosters shared beliefs and a sense of community and cooperation



Discipline .27 – Protects teachers from issues and influences that would detract from
their teaching time and focus



Flexibility .28 – Adapts leadership behaviors to the needs of the current situation and
is comfortable with dissent
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Focus .24 – Establishes clear goals and keeps those goals in the forefront of the
school's attention



Ideals/Beliefs .22 – Communicates and operates from strong ideals and beliefs about
schooling



Input .25 – Involves teachers in the design and implementation of important decisions
and policies



Intellectual Stimulation .24 – Ensures that faculty and staff are aware of the most
current theories and practices and makes the discussion of these a regular aspect of
the school culture



Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment .20 – Is directly involved in
the design and implementation of curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices



Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment .2 – Knowledgeable about
current curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices



Monitoring/Evaluation .27 – Monitors the effectiveness of school practices and their
impact on student learning



Optimizer .20 – Inspires and leads new and challenging innovations



Order .25 – Establishes a set of standard operating procedures and routines



Outreach .27 – Is an advocate and spokesperson for the school to all stakeholders



Relationship .l8 – Demonstrates an awareness of the personal aspects of teachers and
staff



Resources .2 – Provides teachers with materials and professional development
necessary for the successful execution of their jobs
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Situational Awareness .33 – Is aware of the details and undercurrents in the running
of the school and uses this information to address current and potential problems



Visibility .20 – Has quality contact and interactions with teachers and students (pp.
42-43).

Furthermore, Marzano’s (2005) analysis of data suggested that school leaders can have a
positive impact on student achievement, a negative impact on student achievement, or a marginal
impact on student achievement. Marzano (2005) also contended there were two variables that
determine if principal leadership would have a positive or a negative impact on student
achievement. One variable was the focus of change: if principals were able to successfully
identify and focus on improving the school and classroom practices that have a positive impact
on student achievement. The second variable was if principals could successfully understand the
"order" of change they are leading and adjust to it. For example, “If school leaders focus on the
wrong problems or issues, they can actually do more damage to the school rather than improve it,
and highly effective school leaders can have a dramatic influence on the overall achievement of
students" (p. 10). However, Marzano cautioned the data were all correlational and cause and
effect assumptions are usually required to understand the effects of leadership improvement on
student learning. The study used a correlation coefficient between principal leadership and
student achievement and identified an .02 or no correlation (Marzano et al., 2005).
A committee report on equal educational Oopportunity recognized the school principal as
the most influential person in the school; it contended the principal’s leadership behaviors set the
tone and climate of the school (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Leithwood and Roehl
(2003) indicated principals’ leadership has a significant impact on student achievement that it is
second only to the effective quality of curriculum and teachers’ instruction.
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Standardized Testing
The Coleman Report in 1966 was deemed the most important educational study of the
twentieth century (Kiviat, 2001). Conducted by Coleman (1966), it examined data from over
600,000 teachers, students, and schools from every part of the country and concluded that
student achievement was less related to the quality of the school a student attended and more
related to other factors (Kiviat, 2001). The report demonstrated that school resources were not
significant factors to student achievement; however, socioeconomic status was a primary factor
in relation to successful schools (Coleman, 1966).
The Coleman Report in 1966 first used the examination of standardized test scores to
examine student achievement in schools in different areas of SES. Then 20 years later A Nation
at Risk was published (1980) highlighting failing schools across the United States. A new reform
movement, No Child Left Behind was born, restructuring prior reform efforts. This legislation
included state and federal mandates and impacted principals by holding them accountable and
responsible for improving student achievement; accountability was the staple of NCLB (NCLB,
2002). Student achievement and student success was measured by using student standardized test
scores, and those student standardized test scores were available to the general public on what
was referred to as a school report card.
Primarily, by today’s standards, student achievement is determined by standardized test
scores; individual student performance is determined by the individual standardized test score,
and a school’s performance or school’s student achievement is determined by the total scores of
students who took the standardized test. The cons of using standardized testing as a valid
measure of student achievement are that it eliminates all other factors that impact student
achievement such as SES, school leadership climate and cultures, parental involvements, and
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situational factors (Cotton, 2003; Marzano & McNulty, 2003; Kelley, Thornton, & Daughtery,
2005). In 2002 NCLB was implemented because there was an educational gap between students
from different levels of SES that impacted their achievement levels, and NCLB was intended to
reduce those gaps. To the present day, NCLB has failed to reduce those gaps because there are
other factors besides SES that may impact student achievement. School leadership and learning
environment have been determined as having an impact on student achievement (Cotton, 2003;
Marzano, & McNulty, 2003; Kelley, Thornton, & Daughtery, 2005).
Teacher Perceptions
.

School reforms throughout a school community require specific stakeholders to play an

active role in the reform during implementation. In classroom reforms, teachers’ viewpoints are
essential and must be considered for implementation. Hallinger and Murphy (1987) implied that
leadership must be defined through observable practices and behaviors which are implemented
by principals (p. 55). Blase and Blase (1999) contended the teachers’ perspective on school
leadership is influenced primarily by the principals and their daily actions. Additional research
studies on teachers’ perceptions included Nakomsri (1977), which examined teachers’
perceptions on the principals’ behavior and administrative performance. Overall, there are
limited quantitative research studies examining teachers’ perception of principals’ leadership
behaviors, and teachers’ perspectives are important because teachers are crucial in assisting and
improving student achievement. Teacher perception can assist the principal in gaining insight
into understanding what leadership behaviors or daily practices are most effective, and this
feedback can assist principals in their reflection on the behaviors they are using in their schools
to increase student achievement .
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Additional research studies by Cotton (2003) and Leithwood, Seashore Lewis, Anderson,
and Wahlstrom (2004) explored the boundaries of individual leadership behaviors. For example,
Leithwood et al. (2004) and Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005, p. 26) concluded practicing
leadership behaviors such as developing people, setting direction, and redesigning the
organization were valuable. In 2005, Marzano et a1. further expanded his research and examined
data on characteristics of individual leadership behavior, and he concluded there were 25
leadership behavior characteristics which were similar and previously posited by Cotton (2003).
Both research studies’ findings, showing similar results in leadership behavior, support the
notion that specific leadership behaviors are essential for influencing student outcomes; i.e.,
student achievement.
Overall, the research studies previously discussed demonstrated and provided evidence of
positive relationships and statistical findings that specific leadership behaviors have an impact on
student achievement. However, additional research studies and analysis of data should be
conducted in schools on teachers’ perceptions of specific leadership behaviors and their impact
on student achievement.
Theoretical Foundation
Even though the dynamics of leadership theory have been researched for decades,
research is still unable to concretize one single definition, theory, or prototype of leadership to
follow that will yield the same positive result in any situation. Leadership dynamics, situations,
and dilemmas are continually changing and evolving in schools nationally, and Stogdill claims
“There are as many definitions of leadership as there are people who have tried to define it”
(Stogdill, 1974). He stated that leadership is much like the word love; individuals intuitively
know the word but it has different meanings for different people. Furthermore, “As soon as we
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try to define leadership, we discover that leadership has many different meanings” (Stogdill
1974, p. 7).
In a review of literature on the history of leadership behavior, leadership characteristics
and skills have been examined from a plethora of different perspectives by numerous researchers
from multiple domains. Leadership theories in the early 1900s focused on differentiating
between characteristics of leaders and subordinates. The results from these studies concluded
there was no individual trait or combination of traits that completed, predicted, or explained
leadership or a leader’s abilities.
During the early 19th century, historian Thomas Carlyle coined the “great man theory,”
which implied that effective leaders were a combination of motivation, the right personality, and
an innate ability of being born to lead (Carlyle, 1840). This theory was formulated by analyzing
the behaviors of dominant male military figures in authoritative positions and the belief that great
men and their greatness were judged from father/son relationships. Also, traditionally in the
1800s men were the only gender being examined as leaders because women did not have the
opportunity to lead. After the great man theory surfaced, in 1891 sociologist Herbert Spencer
argued great leaders were a product of their environment, specifically the times and society in
which they worked and lived, and that society shaped these men to be leaders (Spencer, 1891).
During the following century, the “group theory” emerged in the field of social science.
Scientists were studying leadership by analyzing how small groups acted as catalysts for
leadership to emerge. The results of their data implied that leadership could be learned by an
individual. Then in 1939 psychologist Kurt Lewin and a research team applied this idea to their
research study to try to identify different styles of leadership that emerged from groups. In Kurt
Lewin’s study, small groups of schoolchildren were assigned to one of three groups with an
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authoritarian, democratic, or laissez-faire leader that led them in an arts and crafts project while
researchers observed their responses to different leadership styles (Lewin, Lippitt, & White,
1939); and the study concluded that democratic leadership was generally the most effective
leadership style (Lewin, 1939). Comparatively, the researchers discovered that laissez-faire
leadership, where the children were under delegated leadership, was the least productive of all
three groups and the children also made more demands on the leader, showed little cooperation,
and were unable to work independently (Lewin, 1939). Lewin’s research was very influential in
establishing three major areas for study on leadership styles which were authoritarian,
democratic, and laissez-faire (Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939). The Lewin study resulted in
further research studies examining and identifying more specific types of leadership, leadership
roles and dynamics, and relationships between leaders and subordinates.
In the 1950s Ralph Stogdill examined the “trait theory” by examining universal traits that
were common in all leaders. This theory assumed that traits or characteristics of great leaders
were inherited and were traits such as intelligence, honesty, socialness (Stogdill, 1950). After
examining results of multiple studies on universal traits of leadership, he found them to be
inconclusive and no real evidence to support the theory that great leaders were determined by
inherited traits and were better than leaders who did not possess those specific traits. However,
his literature review determined that previous research had not effectively examined the utility of
the trait approach (Stogdill, 1948). For example, the theories being examined did not utilize the
same psychometric properties of the measures used to operationalize traits and resulted in
different studies using different measures to assess the same construct or outcome, which made it
impossible to duplicate findings. Also, many of the samples of the trait studies used teenagers or
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lower-level managers. All of these research issues added to the difficulty of trying to understand
and investigate specific leadership traits.
In the late 1900s, leadership research examined the influence of situations on leaders'
abilities, behaviors, and skills and focused on trying to distinguish between effective and noneffective leadership behaviors and skills. Research studies also attempted to connect leadership
behaviors with individual personal traits, situational variables, and leader effectiveness.
In the 1950s and 1960s, the focus of leadership research shifted from examining
specific traits/characteristics of leaders and leadership to examining the actions or behaviors of
leaders. During that time there were two groundbreaking leadership studies, the University of
Michigan study and the Ohio State University study (Stogdill, 1962), which set the precedent and
standard for thousands of other research studies to follow. The Ohio State study developed and
used a questionnaire called the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ), which they
administered to samples of people in business, college administrators, leaders, the military, and
students (Halpin & Winer, 1957). The LBDQ instrument was used to determine if any common
leadership behaviors emerged across samples of different domains by using factor analyses of
answers to the questionnaire. The study’s data concluded that there were two factors that
consistently appeared: consideration and initiating structure. Consideration was defined as
“providing for the welfare of subordinates and demonstrating concern, support, and recognition
of one’s accomplishments” and initiating structure or task-oriented behavior, was defined as
“providing support to subordinates for their work through planning, organizing, and coordinating
their efforts” (Hemphill & Coons, 1957).
In 1967 researcher Rensis Likert conducted the Michigan leadership studies which
focused on trying to determine the principles and methods of leadership that led to productivity
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and job satisfaction. The studies concluded two general leadership behaviors or orientations,
which they called an employee orientation and a production orientation. Leaders that
demonstrated employee orientation showed genuine concern for interpersonal relations and
leaders that demonstrated production orientation showed concern for the task or technical aspects
of the job, not the subordinate. The Michigan studies found that employee orientation with
general supervision instead of task orientation with close supervision yielded better results
(Likert, 1967).
Contingency Theory
During the 1960s and 1970s, leadership research studies were examining behaviors
specific to situations, and situational and contingency leadership theories emerged. In 1967
Fiedler developed a contingency model, which was comprised of leadership theory and
situational factors. His research concluded that the interaction of leadership style and situational
favorableness or situational control (Fiedler, 1967) was based on situational contingency and
determined the leader’s effectiveness. Fiedler (1967) implied that leaders tended to have a
preferred style of leadership which is either people-oriented or task-oriented. The task of the
leader was to find the best context that would produce the best results from a follower or
subordinate. Fiedler also developed the “least preferred coworker” (LPC) scale and discussed
that the LPC scale measures whether a leader has a task-oriented style or relationship-oriented
style.
Following the work of Fiedler, Kouzes and Posner (1987, 2002) studied over 1,300
leaders with respect to leadership by interviewing them and asking “what people did when they
were at their ‘personal best’ in leading others.” Their research concluded and developed a model
called The Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership, which are the following: Model the Way,
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Inspire a Shared Vision, Challenge the Process, Enable Others to Act, and Encourage the Heart
(Kouzes and Posner, 1987). The Kouzes and Posner model (1987, 2002) is used in many types
of organizations and prescribes what leaders should do in order to become effective leaders and
contends the model is more about practice rather than personality. Kouzes and Posner also
developed the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) which is comprised of 30 questions and is a
360- degree leadership assessment tool that evaluates individual leadership competencies.
Situational Leadership
The framework of the situational leadership model was developed in 1977 by Hersey and
Kenneth Blanchard (1977) and identified four specific leadership styles with four levels of
follower-development on a continuum. Leaders must understand that there is not just one ideal
leadership style when using this model, and they need to determine which leadership style to
utilize by assessing the situation and where the subordinate or follower is on the continuum at
any given time. Situational leadership is constructed around the idea that subordinates will move
back and forth on the continuum and, depending where they are, determining what leadership
style must be used. The leader’s determination of where subordinates are on the continuum
prescribes how leaders must adapt their leadership behaviors/styles so that they directly align
their style to the development level of subordinates. The four leadership styles in the model are
identified as delegating, supporting, coaching, and directing (Blanchard, 1985). There are a few
basic assumptions under this framework: first, that leadership behaviors, subordinates, and
situation are constantly changing; second, that the leader can correctly identify where
subordinates are on the continuum at any given time; and third, that the leaders can effectively
utilize all four styles of leadership.
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“Situational leadership theory” was advanced by Hersey and Blanchard’s situational
leadership model and was identified as having several strengths and has been utilized for training
leaders of numerous Fortune 500 companies (Hersey & Blanchard, 1993) because the
situational leadership approach is straightforward, easily utilized, and practical for application in
a variety of situations such as work, school, and home settings. In comparison to other leadership
theories, situational leadership theory is prescriptive in that it specifies what organizations should
do through a set of guidelines to enhance and promote effective leadership for various contexts.
Even though situational leadership theory has been extensively used for leadership
training by businesses and organizations, researchers had identified limitations and criticisms and
implied that the research on situational leadership theory was weak and raised questions on the
theoretical validity of this theory (Fernandez & Vecchio, 1997; Graeff, 1997; Vecchio &
Boatwright, 2002; Vecchio, Bullis, & Brazil, 2006). Many doctoral dissertations have referenced
situational leadership theory and its approach to leadership but do not offer any evidence or
statistical findings on its validity in the field of leadership (Graeff, 1997; Groom, 2013;
Johansen, 1990); therefore, it does help to make comparisons when discussing situational
leadership theory with other leadership theories and their impact on effective leadership.
In 1987 Vecchio conducted a research study that examined the situational leadership
approach with principals of 300 plus high school teachers to determine the validity of the
prescriptions suggested by the Hersey and Blanchard situation leadership model (1993). The
study concluded that there was no relation to experienced teachers’ performance and principals’
style, whereas newly hired non-tenured teachers performed better and were more satisfied under
principals that had highly structured leadership styles (Vecchio, 1987). The study was then
replicated twice with university employees (Fernandez & Vecchio, 1997) and with U.S. military
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academy cadets (Vecchio, Bullis, & Brazil, 2006). Both studies found evidence, though weak, to
support the original situation leadership model with its basic prescriptions.
However, there were questions that arose about Hersey and Blanchard’s (1993)
situational leadership model, implying the model does not address how and if demographic
characteristics (i.e., age, gender, experience, and education) affect an employee’s preference for
leadership. Also, the results of Vecchio’s study determined that job experience and education
level were not related to supportive leadership and were inversely related to directive leadership
(Vecchio & Boatwright, 2002). Following the work of Hersey and Blanchard (1993), many
different instruments for research have been developed to measure situational leadership, mostly
questionnaires with questions that include work-related situations and/or scenarios. The
situations/scenarios on the questionnaires mimic Hersey & Blanchard’s (1993) four quadrants of
the leadership styles model and respondents are asked to select their preferred leadership style
for each situation from four choices. The feedback from respondents on these questionnaires can
be valuable because it broadens the opportunities to make comparisons between the respondents’
own views of leadership and others’ views of leadership in organizations.
In 2007 Lunenburg and Ornstein concluded that when using the situational leadership
approach, leaders should adapt to each situation as it arises and two key leadership behaviors
should be followed: task behavior where there is one-way communication and the leader tells
subordinates what tasks must be done and how they are to be completed; and relationship
behavior, where there is two-way behavior and the leader provides socio-emotional support and
facilitates behavior (p. 143). Situational theory or using the situational approach in schools
would include principals’ responding to situations as they arise by using different leadership
skills to solve them based on their knowledge and capabilities as a leader. The four leadership
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practices they would use would include directing, coaching, supporting, and delegating.
According to Lunenburg and Ornstein (2007), depending on the situation, one of these practices
would have to be matched to the situation and would depend on the various people involved in
the situation and is based on their maturity (pp. 143-144). There are many leadership behaviors
important for the leaders to embody to use this particular leadership style, which include
developing relationships, using resources, and using and prompting communication with an
emphasis on the organizational culture.
Instructional Leadership
In educational research multiple leadership theories have surfaced from studies on
principal leadership behaviors and how those behaviors impact schools and student achievement.
Leithwood and Duke (1999) discussed there are multiple leadership theories in the extant
literature on educational leadership. However there is no definitive leadership theory or model
that can be applied to every school. Principals must identify a theoretical foundation based on
what fits the situation (Bamburg & Andrews, 1991; Cuban, 1988; Deal & Person, 1994;
Hallinger & Heck, 1996).
Furthermore, many theories, models, and styles provide a conceptual framework for
leadership. Theories on “instructional leadership” were first developed in the 1960s through
1980s and continue to be examined today. This theory examines principal leadership behaviors
in terms of quality and emphasis on classroom instruction and instruction practices to improve
student achievement. In the 1980s, Glickman described instructional leadership as principals’
tasks and responsibilities being reshaped, and schools principals had to provide direct assistance
to teachers, provide group and staff support, and examine curriculum development (Glickman,
1985). Pajak (1989) added that in addition to the tasks identified by Glickman (1985), principals
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also had the responsibilities of organizing, planning, facilitating change, and motivating staff.
Instructional leadership focuses on principals improving student outcomes; i.e., achievement by
using behaviors that are aligned with school effectiveness (Edmonds, 1979).
In an instructional leadership model, goals, resources, support for classroom instruction,
and academics all can lead to improving student achievement. Instructional leadership also
supports the notion that not only are there high expectations for classroom instructional practices
for students and teachers but parents also need to support the effort of trying to raise student
achievement. Edmonds (1979) implied that principals who demonstrate strong instructional
leadership practices focused on ways to assist teachers as teachers assist students to make
improvements in their learning. A combination of principals’ and teachers’ behaviors that are
focused on student learning and instruction are characteristics which have been linked to
effective schools.
In 2003 Waters, Marzano, and McNulty developed the theory of “balanced leadership,”
which is similar to the Leithwood and Jantzi research that identified significant relationships
between effective leadership practices on school transformations and student achievement
outcomes. Waters, Marzano, and McNulty identified 21 effective leadership behaviors they
called responsibilities that effective leaders in successful schools should be using. Their research
study concluded that the related factors of student (motivation), teacher (instruction and
curriculum) and school (curriculum, goals, parental involvement, orderly environment and
collegiality) are most influenced by effective leadership and therefore influence student
achievement.
In addition to instructional leadership, “transformational leadership” has been proven
through previous research as being connected to effective leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004). A
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transformational leader has been described as a leader who embodies and motivates others to
change or transform. This type of leader focuses his or her efforts in trying to transform schools
“by touching deeper issues of human performance" (Stone, 1992, p. 3). Transformational leaders
often can invigorate their staff by using passion and enthusiasm.
In the late 1970s James Burns (1978) described a leader as transformational when
"leaders and followers make each other advance to a higher level of morale and motivation"
(Stewart, 2006, p. 8). Burns contended that transformational leaders know how to motivate
people through a sense of goals and values. In the 1990s Leithwood applied this concept to
education and examining transformational leadership in schools. This theory of transformational
leadership aligns to school reform models because essentially both models are trying to activate
change. Leithwood (1994) suggested that this type of leadership model was aligned with 21st
century leadership challenges and the concept of school change would continue (Valentine &
Prater, 2011, p. 8). Leithwood also concluded that, "leadership manifests itself during periods of
change, and the nature of change is a critical determinant of leadership" (cited in Valentine &
Prater, 2011, p. 8).
Leithwood (2000) identified a model of the seven dimensions of transformational
leadership, which include “school vision and school goals, providing intellectual stimulations,
building specific support systems, modeling best practices and behaviors important to the
organization and its values, setting high performance expectations, creating a productive culture,
and developing structures to facilitate participation in school decision making" (Leithwood,
2000, p. 114).
Overall, Leithwood identified three goals of transformational leadership, which were
assisting staff members in developing and maintaining a collaborative professional school

39

culture, assisting teachers to effectively problem solve collaboratively, and fostering and
facilitating teacher development.
Transformational leaders tend to be highly involved in the leadership process, are focused
on helping those involved with the organization succeed, and have proven useful for educational
organizations, noted in studies by Geisel, Sleegers, Leithwood, and Jantzi (2003); Leithwood and
Jantzi (1990); Southworth (1998); and Mullin and Keedy (1998). Characteristics of
transformational leadership also emphasized being proactive, establishing long-term goals,
setting up structures that facilitate change, seeking continuous reflection and improvement, and
giving the staff and stakeholders an opportunity to improve. Similarly, Bass and Avolio (2002)
defined transformational leadership as leadership that impacts its followers. These types of
leaders develop relationships with subordinates that are based on trust and respect, and these
relationships contributed to the shared values of staff members. Cotton (2003) added that
“transformational leaders are concerned with influencing staff members to transcend their selfinterest and focus on the best interests of their students” (p. 60). Instructional leadership and
transformational leadership theories continue to be examined in educational research with regard
to effective leadership, effective schools, and student achievement; however, additional
empirical studies are needed to examine and support the behaviors and practices undergirding
these leadership theories.
Transactional Leadership
“Transactional leadership theory” focuses on the tasks, functions, and needs of an
organization in the work setting. Bass and Avolio (1990) posit that in organizations there are
basic managerial competencies necessary to maintain an organization. The two competencies
they identified are contingent rewards and management-by-exception. Contingent rewards is an
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active exchange of positive and negative reinforcement between the leader and follower (Stone,
p. 4) and management-by-exception only occurs when goals are not achieved. Transactional
leadership practices should be combined with transformational approaches because to transform
schools, leaders must take individual responsibilities and concerns and shape them to meet
organizational goals, working from within the organization (Stone, 1992).
Leadership Conclusions
Conclusively, leadership behavior and leadership style theories and models are relevant
and necessary components for understanding the framework of effective leadership in schools
and improving schools and student achievement. Even though the individual theories identify
different specific characteristics or dimensions, when combined, they offer the foundation for
principals to be able to work in schools under different situational circumstances. The theories
also can expand the knowledge and insight by which principals can better understand the
processes necessary for achieving effective schools and student achievement. The summary of
leadership research studies suggested that there are specific theoretical ideas from each era that
contain certain elements that try to explain the complexities of the leadership process and that
leadership behaviors have expanded over time and advanced into a variety of different theories
and ideas. Some of the most commonly accepted ideas to date about leadership behaviors and
theories are that leaders should set an example and model the way by promoting motivation,
team work, and collaboration; promotion of reciprocal relationships and empowerment of all
team members; sharing and distributing responsibility throughout an organization; focusing on
transformational changes, attitudes, practices, and values; and setting a common organizational
vision and purpose.
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Practical and Research Significance
Currently in schools across the United States, school reform models of increasing student
achievement on high-stakes standardized test scores is a main focus, as is principals’
accountability for these high-stakes test scores. Furthermore, it is imperative for principals to
understand which specific leadership traits are the most critical to increasing student
achievement and school improvement. In addition, research studies on leadership behavior that
have been previously proven to positively impact student achievement are a vital component to
structuring school reforms that will positively impact instruction, school effectiveness, and
student achievement. Research studies on specific leadership behaviors have been shown to be
significantly effective in creating effective schools that help students become successful
(Leithwood et al., 2004).
For example, for principals to use their leadership behaviors to improve student
achievement, they need to be aware of the behaviors that will meet those results (Leithwood,
2000). In addition to leadership behaviors, principals’ daily practices and their self-reflection of
school needs are essential for them to build their own framework for impacting their school and
student achievement.
In addition, when understanding the impact school principals have on increasing school
effectiveness and instruction by their leadership behaviors and daily practices, these findings
may offer insight into selection and training programs for administrators. They also offer
information and data to stakeholders (teachers, students, parents, and board of education
members) on the criteria necessary for implementing school change and increasing student
achievement and school effectiveness.
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Ultimately, field research can help new and experienced principals that are entering or
already serving in the profession to understand the dynamics of their role and that their ultimate
goal is to increase student achievement. Research and literature offer theories, models,
suggestions, and data on what behaviors, best practices, and structures could and should be
implemented to increase school effectiveness and student achievement.
Also, research study results can offer insight to principals on what leadership practices
have been found to be effective and which ones have not in different contexts. These insights
could be used by principals during their reflections of what behaviors they may utilize or not and
then come to conclusions with regard to their strengths and weaknesses, which may help them to
make improvements. Furthermore, research studies that offer information and data on student
achievement on standardized tests also assist in principals understanding where on the spectrum
their school is, where they want to be, and what needs to be done to reach that goal.
Overall, all the data obtained from research studies have practical significance in the
sense that it can be connected to principals’ leadership behavior, school context, and
understanding which specific leadership behaviors and which best practices should be utilized
and can lead to increasing school effectiveness and student achievement.
Conclusion
In conclusion, Hallinger (2008), contended that since A Nation at Risk (1983) was
published, all research suggested the national educational system needed to be reformed; and
changes were implemented that reflected stronger accountability for schools and principals and
that “of the educational trends that emerged during that era, few have been more significant or
widespread than the continuing focus on principal effectiveness" (p. 2). Additional researchers
agreed that research studies on principal leadership continued to find links and significant
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relationships between quality leadership behaviors and positive school outcomes, including
student achievement (Andrews & Soder, 1987; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Waters, Marzano, &
McNulty, 2003). Bossert et al. (1982) concluded that principal leadership made a significant
difference in school performance and that there was continued interest in understanding the
relationship between school leadership and learning (Bossert, Rowan, & Lee, 1982).
The implementation of NCLB (2002), which created a huge accountability movement for
using high-stakes standardized tests to measure student achievement and holding principals
accountable for student achievement, has ultimately changed the responsibilities of school
principals. These changes placed more responsibilities on principals, not just as daily managers
of the school as a facility or organization but as an instructional leader that influences
achievement in the classroom. Kruger implied that after NCLB, “educational leadership is seen
as developing strategies so that a variety of management instruments can be used to achieve a
school's most important primary task: the desired student results" (Kruger, 1995). The research
continues to highlight that the principal is extremely important and affects student achievement.
Henceforth, with principals’ leadership behavior impacting the performance of their
students and school and their ultimate goal being to increase student achievement, it is
reasonable and rational to provide data and “real” information to principals on how to improve
their leadership behaviors to positively impact student achievement and increase school
effectiveness.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to determine whether a select group of New Jersey high
school building principals from the bottom four DFG rating groups identified as A, B, CD, and
DE utilize McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors, which has been previously posited to positively
impact student achievement. This chapter provides a discussion of the descriptive research
design and methodologies that were utilized.
Chapter III is comprised of six main sections. Section 1 discusses the research design and
Section 2 describes the overarching research question and sub questions. Section 3 describes the
sample and Section 4 describes the framework and instrumentation that for the study. Sections 5
and 6 outline the data collection and data analysis using quantitative, descriptive, and
nonparametric statistical methods to analyze the data set in the study.
Research Design
The research design used for this study was an exploratory descriptive quantitative survey
method that attempted to identify the level of utilization of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors at a
select group of New Jersey high schools from DFG rating groups identified as A, B, CD, and
DE. The intention of using this particular method was to solicit New Jersey high school teachers’
perceptions of their building principals’ use of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors in successful
high schools in low SES areas and provide a statistical analysis of data. This non parametric
methodology is effective in acquiring data because it limits threats to reliability which can occur
with other types of collection (Suskie, 1996). Studies that utilize survey designs may provide
quantitative descriptions of trends, beliefs, or attitudes of a population (Creswell, 2009). The
surveys were analyzed for trends or patterns of leadership behavior. The survey instrument used,
a Likert rating scale, is discussed later in this chapter. Also, descriptive studies can provide
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information about the naturally occurring health status, behavior, attitudes or other
characteristics of a particular group. Descriptive studies are also conducted to demonstrate
associations or relationships between things in the world around us (U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services, 2015).
Quantitative research designs attempt to control for inconsistencies and biases in
variables and also allow researchers to use objective means to collect and analyze data without
having to interact with the participants of the study. For this research study a quantitative study
approach was more practical than a qualitative approach because of the sample of four different
high schools in four different DFG categories that were spread across the state of New Jersey.
The study design intended to solicit responses from teachers through an online survey
asking teachers to report on their perceptions of their principals’ use of McRels 21 leadership
behaviors. Their responses to the questions were measured using a Likert scale. The Likert scale
instrument permits comparisons among participants and allows for the possibility of further
exploration of the overall mean rank of each participant’s response in the aggregate. Participants
in the research study were asked to state their agreement for each question by answering
Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Uncertain (3), Disagree (2), or Strongly Disagree (1).
Research Questions
As discussed in Chapter I, the following overarching question framed the research study:
From the teachers’ perspective, which specific 21 leadership behaviors were identified as being
most utilized by four New Jersey high school principals from DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE
that scored 75% or higher in Language Arts and Mathematics on the 2013-2014 HSPA exam?
The subsidiary research questions were as follows:
1. Do these perceptions differ based on the school?
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2.

Do these perceptions differ based on age?

3. Do these perceptions differ based on years of teaching experience?
4. Do these perceptions differ based on gender?
5. Do these perceptions differ based on level of formal education?
Sample
The voluntary participants in this study were New Jersey public high school teachers
whose districts were categorized as being in low SES areas as identified by their DFG ranking of
either A,B, CD, or DE during the 2014-2015 school year. For the purposes of the study, any
high school teachers from Grades 9 through 12 who worked in the New Jersey high schools
selected for the study from DFG categories A, B, CD, or DE during the 2014-2015 academic
school year were included and invited to participate.
The list of New Jersey High Schools that received a 75% or higher rating in both
Mathematics and Language Arts literacy (LAL) from DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE for the
2013-2014 HSPA exam was obtained by downloading an Excel spreadsheet from the New Jersey
Department of Education’s database located at www.njdoe.gov. Subsequently, a Google search
was used to obtain New Jersey school districts’ contact information. The New Jersey Department
of Education (DOE) updates and publishes on their website annual reports of New Jersey HSPA
student test scores and New Jersey School Performance Reports, both of which are available to
the public.
Prior to beginning the study, a copy of the modified survey, which solicits information on
the use of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors, was sent to McRel for review and approval to
determine whether the survey after modification would be reliable and valid. After
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modifications were made to the survey based on McRel’s suggestions, McRel granted
permission to use the survey (See Appendix A).
Framework of the Study
This study attempted to identify which specific McRel 21 leadership behaviors principals
were using in successful high schools in areas of low SES in New Jersey as reported from the
perspectives of their teachers. Teachers participating in this study completed an online survey by
identifying which of the specific 21 leadership behaviors they perceived their principal as using
in their high school. McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors were selected for this study because these
specific behaviors were previously proven to positively impact student achievement and
published in Balanced Leadership: What 30 Years of Research Tells us about the Effects on
Student Achievement (Waters et al., 2003). The meta-analysis examined more than 5,000
previous studies and concluded that a substantial relationship existed between leadership
behavior and student achievement with an average effect size of .25 (Waters et al., 2003). Their
examination of principal leadership further contended that there are 21 specific behaviors
significantly correlated with student achievement as shown in Table 1.
Table 1
McRel’s 21 Leadership Behaviors and Effect Sizes
Responsibility

Effect Size

Culture

.29

Order

.26

Discipline

.24

Resources

.26

Curriculum, Instruction, & Assessment

.16
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Focus

.24

Knowledge of Curriculum

.24

Visibility

.16

Contingent Rewards

.15

Communication

.23

Outreach

.28

Input

.30

Affirmation

.25

Relationship

.19

Change Agent

.30

Optimizer

.20

Ideals/ Beliefs

.25

Monitors/ Evaluates

.28

Flexibility

.22

Situational Awareness

.33

Intellectual stimulation

.32

(Waters et al., pp. 36-37), used with permission.
Instrumentation
The web-based online survey instrument used for the data collection was selected with
the intention of maximizing the quality and accuracy of information that could be collected from
the teachers in the sample. Permission was granted by McRel to use the 21 leadership behaviors
in a modified survey format (See Appendix B).
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This format for data collection seemed most efficient and convenient in that the
principals of the high schools selected for the study could email the survey link to teachers and
they could access the survey via the Internet from any location.
Andres (2012) contended that there are several advantages to self-administered online
web surveys. The advantage of self-administration is that since participants are able to complete
the survey at their leisure (within a specified timeframe), the responses may be more reflective,
thoughtful, and accurate. When assessing the pros and cons of how to administer the survey to
teachers, an onsite approach with a time limit could pose disadvantages because teachers would
only have a short specific time to read and complete the survey before leaving the site. Also,
even though the survey is not complex in nature, it may require thought and reflection.
Furthermore, it seemed logical and more effective to administer the survey without an
onsite time limitation and instead set a time limit that was open ended so that teachers could
access the site at their convenience and have more time to read and reflect before answering the
questions. Andres (2012) reported that there are additional advantages and benefits of a survey
being self-reporting and completed online; for example, cost, environmental considerations,
quick data collection, and ease of follow up with non-respondents.
Contrarily, Andres (2012) did state that access to computers and Internet could have a
negative influence on a population sample. However, presently there are multiple locations that
offer free internet/Wi-Fi access in a variety of domains including public libraries, businesses, and
educational institutions. Overall, for our descriptive study in New Jersey, the impact of not
having technology that could possibly affect the sample should be minimal since computers,
Internet, and email are used daily by teachers and principals for communication, grading,
tracking, guidance, sports, and other areas of daily practice for educators. Technology is also
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incorporated into the New Jersey Core Content Standards and being used to take state mandated
tests such as PARCC.
The survey questions used for this study examined the presence or absence of the
principals’ use of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors in New Jersey high schools that reside in low
SES school districts that achieved a 75% or higher proficiency on the New Jersey HSPA state
exam for the 2013-2014 academic school year.
The survey comprised the McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors and the components of their
descriptions were broken down into individual questions and randomized. Data were collected
from participants by requesting a one-choice response for each of the 85 questions on their
perception of their principals’ utilization of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors using a Likert 5
point response scale of Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Uncertain (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly
Disagree (1). The data collected from the survey were analyzed to identify any trends or patterns
between the use of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors and student achievement in the four New
Jersey High Schools sampled.
Data Collection
After receiving approval from the Seton Hall University Institutional Review Board to
conduct the online study, survey methodology was used to collect quantitative data. The
researcher accessed an Excel spreadsheet of all New Jersey high schools 2013-2014 Proficiency
Assessment Scores (HSPA) through an online website (www.njdoe.org). I then filtered the Excel
spreadsheet for high schools that received a 75% proficient score or higher for that year in both
Mathematics and Language Arts Literacy (LAL). After that group of high schools were
identified, I then filtered the Excel spreadsheet again isolating only high schools in DFG
categories A, B, CD, and DE that received a 75% proficient score or higher for that year in both
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Mathematics and Language Arts Literacy (LAL) (See Appendix C). The data analysis identified
81 high schools (10 DFG-A, 12 DFG-B, 17 DFG-CD, and 42 DFG-DE) that received 75% or
higher proficiency scores that year in both Mathematics and Language Arts Literacy (LAL) for
2014.
I then eliminated any non-traditional high schools or specialty high schools from the 81
high schools identified. The assumption is that all the “traditional” high schools in New Jersey
should have their teachers using and teaching the same New Jersey Core Content Standards and
following the state required content curriculums and taking the same state mandated
assessments. Including a high school in the research study that did not meet this criterion or may
be aligned to a different set of curricula, or any variation from the “traditional” school setting,
could potentially bias the research or produce misleading results. Furthermore, it could cause
inconsistencies in the results and corrupt their accuracy of what the research questions are trying
to answer. After extracting the nontraditional high schools from the Excel spreadsheet, the 81
high schools were then reduced to 70 high schools; 1 in DFG A, 10 in DFG B, 17 in DFG CD,
and 42 in DFG DE.
Educational leadership could possibly be one of the most important factors of an effective
learning environment (Kelley, Thornton, & Daughtery, 2005) and is described as the principals’
ability to initiate school improvement and reform, to create a climate that fosters learningoriented education, and to supervise teachers by creating an environment that facilitates their
ability to complete tasks as effectively as possible (Grift & Houtveen, 1999). The core of
successful learning communities and student successes are built on relationships between
multiple stakeholders (Byrk & Shneider, 2002; Haynes, Emmons, & Woodruff, 1998; Kruse,
Louis, & Bryk, 1994; Meier, 1995).
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For principals to build relationships and utilize behaviors that can positively impact
achievement that sustains itself over time, it is estimated that when looking at factors within a
school, principals are second only to teachers in their impact on student achievement (SeashoreLouis et al., 2010). It takes five years to fully stabilize and improve the teaching staff as well as
fully implement policies and practices to positively impact the school’s performance (SeashoreLouis et al., 2010).
Subsequently, teachers generally tend to become more effective with experience, as do
principals, especially in their first three years (Clark, Martorell, &Rockoff, 2009). Consequently,
I examined the list of 70 high schools and chose to eliminate any high school from the study
whose current principal was there less than five years. I called all 70 high schools after obtaining
their phone numbers through a Google search via the Internet. The researcher inquired if the
current principal for 2013-2014 for that high school had been there for five years or longer or if
he or she was a new principal by speaking with a representative from each high school’s main
office. The eligible high schools were then reduced to 1 DFG-A, 1 DFG-B, 7 DFG-CD, and 16
DFG-DE.
A letter of solicitation (See Appendix D) was sent electronically through
Surveymonkey.com to the four potential New Jersey high school principals selected and
included a personal statement about my affiliation with Seton Hall University, the purpose of the
research study, the projected time required to complete the survey, the description of the survey
and format, how anonymity would be preserved, how data would be securely stored, and also a
set of directions on how to access the survey using surveymonkey.com. I also included a
statement informing potential participants that they could discontinue their participation at any
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time if they so desired. The letter also asked for the principals to forward the link to teachers,
requesting their participation in completing the online survey in the time period allotted.
A time frame of 28 days was allotted for eligible teachers to complete the online survey.
An email was sent electronically through surveymonkey.com to principals in one week intervals
after the first seven-day time frame expired since the link was made active. The email was a
general reminder notice that included the survey link and requested that teachers complete the
survey online. There was no specific information included about the data collection or teacher
responses. A total of 500 invitations to participate were sent out to teachers and the response rate
was 29%.
The online survey was created to allow participants to electronically submit their
responses to the questionnaire. To ensure protection of participants and schools, names or any
other identifying information were excluded from the study. Also, upon each participant’s
completion of the survey, the participant’s responses were electronically stored on the website of
the survey company: surveymonkey.com.
Data Analysis
This study was designed with the intent to examine one overarching research question
and four subsidiary research questions regarding the presence or absence of principals’ use of
McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors that have been previously posited to positively impact student
achievement in New Jersey high schools whose districts have been categorized as being in low
SES areas and having a 75% or higher level of proficiency in Mathematics and Language Arts
(LAL) on the New Jersey HSPA exam during the 2013-2014 school year.
The research study used descriptive, inferential, and nonparametric statistical methods to
analyze the data. The reliability assumption for examining data infers that a vast majority of

54

commonly used parametric statistical procedures assume data are measured without error
(Yetkiner & Thompson, 2010). Even though this study used nonparametric statistical procedures,
there are still nonparametric equivalents for parametric types of testing; for example, tests that
examine differences between groups (independent samples), differences between variables
(dependent samples), and relationships between variables. The sample was considered to be large
and diverse enough to justify the exploration of patterns and trends that emerged from the data
collected in an attempt to provide some plausible conclusions that further studies might confirm.
The findings from this research study are presented in Chapter IV.
Summary
Chapter III provided the research study design, overarching and subsidiary research
questions, description of the sample, data instrumentation, data collection selection and
procedures, and data analyses that were conducted. The study examined the degree to which
principals’ use of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors positively influenced student achievement in
four New Jersey high schools whose districts have been categorized as low SES and performing
at a 75% or higher level of proficiency in Mathematics and Language Arts (LAL) on the state
HSPA exam during the 2013-2014 school year.
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CHAPTER IV
THE FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine, from the perspective of New Jersey high
school teachers, how their respective building principals from a small sample of successful New
Jersey high schools in the bottom four DFG rating groups utilized McRel’s 21 leadership
behaviors, which have been suggested to positively impact student achievement. Leadership has
some impact on student achievement (Leithwood, Seashore-Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom,
2004) and there have been 21 specific leadership behaviors that have been identified through
previous research studies and meta-analysis to have an impact on student achievement (Waters,
Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). Consequently, principals must be mindful of the leadership
behaviors that they are utilizing in their schools if they hope to influence teachers and student
achievement.
Principals that seek to increase student achievement in their schools must model specific
leadership behaviors that influence their teachers and the school in order to increase student
achievement. Identifying and having a working knowledge and understanding of the specific
leadership behaviors that impact student achievement is imperative, necessary, and can only
positively assist principals that are trying to improve their schools’ student achievement.
Principals’ awareness of leadership research that suggests leadership behaviors such as
decision making, leadership in organizations, climate and culture, instruction, efficacy, and trust
all may have an impact on student academic achievement and what happens in schools (Yukl,
2005; Stanovich & West, 1998, 2000; Galotti, 1999, Bolman & Deal, 2007; Elmore, 1995;
Cotton, 2003; Hargreaves, 2003; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003; Leithwood, Seashore
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Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom, 2004; Parker, Bruin de Bruin, & Fischhoff, 2007; Broder,
Simon, 1947; Levin, 1996; Klein, 2001; Kahneman, 1979; Sergiovanni, 1990; Bandura, 1999;
Hoy & Hoy, 2003). Leadership has many facets and is an interactive process, and helping
principals choose what behaviors they want to or should be utilizing to positively impact student
achievement is important as well.
This study was guided by one overarching research question and five subsidiary
questions: From the teachers’ perspective, which specific 21 leadership behaviors were identified
as being most utilized by four New Jersey high school principals from DFG categories A, B, CD,
and DE that scored 75% or higher in Language Arts and Mathematics on the 2013- 2014 HSPA
exam? (1) Do these perceptions differ based on the school? (2) Do these perceptions differ based
on age? (3) Do these perceptions differ based on years of teaching experience? (4) Do these
perceptions differ based on gender? (5) Do these perceptions differ based on level of formal
education?
Following the methodology described in Chapter III, I used an online voluntary survey
tool, which was distributed electronically via surveymonkey.com to four New Jersey high
schools with differing DFG categories that were situated in financially challenged and typically
low performing

school districts but that performed

proficiently, 75% or higher for both

Language Arts and Math on the HSPA. The selection process was based on all New Jersey high
schools in the DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE that reported 75% or higher for both Language
Arts and Math on the HSPA for 2013-2014.
The list of the school’s HSPA scores was obtained through the NJDOE state website. The
list provided all the high schools, counties, and DFG rankings with the reported scores for both
Language Arts and Mathematics. Of the four schools involved in the study, approximately 500
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teachers were invited to participate in the initial survey solicitation, 144 responded, which
represented a return rate of 30%.
Chapter IV provides the results of this survey that was designed to identify which specific
leadership behaviors of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors (Waters, Marzano, and McNulty 2003),
as perceived by teachers in high schools with DFG rankings in low SES areas that performed
75% or higher on the HSPA for both Language Arts and Mathematics, were the most utilized by
these four select NJ high school principals.
The survey data included respondents’ demographic information and attempted to collect
and measure their perceptions of their principals’ leadership behaviors by rating that principal’s
utilization of the 21 leadership behaviors through a series of 85 questions. The first part of the
survey collected demographic information about the respondents, including their gender, years of
teaching experience, teaching assignment by content, years in current school, formal education,
and age. The second part of the survey provided a series of questions about each of McRel’s 21
leadership behaviors, which is described in some of the extant literature as being significant for
principals to demonstrate and practice in order to improve student achievement. Respondents
rated 21 individual behaviors and the component constructs that made up these behaviors, using
a Likert rating scale: 5, Strongly Agree; 4, Agree; 3, Uncertain; 2, Disagree; or 1, Strongly
Disagree. Respondents would select choice 5 if their principal strongly demonstrated the specific
characteristic/behavior/disposition and choice 1 if they did not.
Descriptive Analysis of the Sample
Gender
Table 2 indicates the demographic information analyzed from the survey, indicating the
sample was predominately female respondents, 87%, and 51% male respondents.
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Table 2
Gender of the Teaching Respondents (N= 138)
Frequency
Valid
male
51
female 87
Total
138
Missing System 2
Total
140

Percent
36.4
62.1
98.6
1.4
100.0

Teachers’ Years of Experience
Table 3 indicates the respondents' years of teaching experience. As the survey shows, the
largest group responding to the survey were teachers with 21+ years of experience, 24.3%.
Table 3
Years of Respondents' Teaching Experience (N=135)
Frequency Percent
Valid
1-5 years
30
21.4
6-10 years 22
15.7
11-15 years 28
20.0
16-20 years 21
15.0
21 + years 34
24.3
Total
135
96.4
Missing System
5
3.6
Total
140
100.0
Teaching Assignment (By Content)
Table 4 indicates the respondents’ teaching assignments. As the survey shows, those
responding to the survey were predominantly math teachers, 20.7%.
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Table 4
Respondents Teaching Assignment (N=125)

Valid

Visual Arts
Performing Arts
Industrial Arts
Language Arts
Math
Science

Physical
Education
Social Studies
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
7
7
4
25
29
15

Percent
5.0
5.0
2.9
17.9
20.7
10.7

14

10.0

24
125
15
140

17.1
89.3
10.7
100.0

Years in Current School
Table 5 indicates the respondents’ current number of years in their current school. The
survey indicated that the largest percentage of the sample, 34.3%, had been teaching between 1-5
years.
Table 5
Respondents Years in current school (N=135)

Valid

1 - 5 yrs.
6 - 10 yrs.
11 - 15
yrs.
16 - 20
yrs.
21+ Years
Total

Frequency Percent
48
34.3
30

21.4

28

20.0

16

11.4

13
135

9.3
96.4
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Missing System
Total

5
140

3.6
100.0

Formal Level of Education by Respondents
In Table 6 the respondents were asked to identify their highest earned education degree,
and a majority indicated MA+15, 35%.
Table 6
Respondents Formal Level of Education (N=139)
Frequency
Valid
BA+15
26
BS+15
20
MA+15
49
MS+15
12
Doctorate 7
Other
25
Total
139
Missing System
1
Total
140

Percent
18.6
14.3
35.0
8.6
5.0
17.9
99.3
.7
100.0

Age
In Table 7 the respondents were asked to identify their age range, and a good majority
indicated they were between the ages of 31-40.
Table 7
Age of Respondents (N= 139).

Valid

21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60

Frequency
22
41
35
25
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Percent
15.7
29.3
25.0
17.9

60+
16
Total
139
Missing System 1
Total
140

11.4
99.3
.7
100.0

Descriptive Analysis of the 21 Leadership Behaviors Survey Composite Score
The research study included an examination of McRel’s 21 specific leadership behaviors
that have been suggested to have a positive impact on student achievement. Each of the 21
leadership behaviors have components that make up the overall behavior. The survey tool used
in the research study examined the components of each behavior and used a composite score for
each one, which was computed by taking an average score for the component questions that
made up the overall behavior. The behaviors had a minimum of two components or a maximum
of seven components, each making up the overall composite score. The components that make
up each of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors as defined by Waters, Marzano, McNulty (2003)
were then listed as separate questions. The respondents’ score for each question was then used
to construct an overall average score for that specific construct. Therefore, if a particular
construct was broken down into three separate questions, the average of those three scores for
each question would make up the total or composite score for that specific construct.
Results
Overarching Research Question
The overarching research question of the study examined, from the teachers’ perspective,
which specific 21 leadership behaviors were being most utilized by four New Jersey high school
principals from DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE that scored 75% or higher in Language Arts
and Mathematics on the 2014 HSPA exam.
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The mean composite score survey results for each of the 21 leadership behaviors are
reported here from highest to lowest: Affirmation, 3.89; Relationships, 3.74; Outreach, 3.01;
Order, 2.95; Communication, 2.92; Visibility, 2.84; Culture, 2.84; Resource, 2.78;
Monitoring/Evaluating, 2.77; Focus, 2.75; Ideals/Beliefs, 2.74; Flexibility, 2.73; Input, 2.7237;
Situational Awareness, 2.69; Discipline, 2.68; Optimizer, 2.67; Knowledge of Curriculum,
Instruction, and Assessment, 2.61; Intellectual Stimulation, 2.61; Change Agent, 2.60;
Contingent Rewards, 2.46; and Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment, 2.40.
Table 8 provides descriptive statistics for each of the behaviors mean composite scores analyzed
in rank order.
Table 8
Mean Composite Score Results for all 21 Leadership Behaviors in Rank Order

N

Mean

Median

SD

1. Affirmation

140

3.89

4.00

.91

2. Relationship

140

3.74

4.00

.99

3. Outreach

140

3.01

4.00

1.97

4. Order

140

2.95

4.00

1.97

5. Communication

140

2.92

4.00

1.96

6. Visibility

140

2.84

3.67

176

7. Culture

140

2.84

3.50

1.91

8. Resources

140

2.78

3.50

.99

9. Monitoring/Evaluating

140

2.77

3.50

1.91

10. Focus

140

2.75

3.57

1.85

Leadership Behavior
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11. Ideals/ Beliefs

140

2.74

3.50

1.82

12. Flexibility

140

2.73

3.40

1.81

13. Input

140

2.72

3.33

1.88

14. Situational Awareness

140

2.69

3.25

1.92

15. Discipline

140

2.68

3.33

1.88

16. Optimizer

140

2.67

3.25

1.79

17. Knowledge of Curriculum, 140
Instruction, & Assessment

2.61

3.25

1.83

18. Intellectual Stimulation

140

2.61

3.17

1.82

19. Change Agent

140

2.60

3.00

1.77

20. Contingent Rewards

140

2.46

3.00

1.64

21. Involvement of Curriculum,
Instruction, & Assessment

140

2.40

2.83

1.79

Subsidiary Research Question 1
Do these perceptions differ based on school?
Null Hypothesis: There are no significant differences in teacher perceptions of New
Jersey high schools principals from low areas of SES utilization of McRel’s 21 leadership
behaviors based on school.
An ANOVA was conducted comparing the mean composite scores of each of the 21
leadership behaviors across all four high schools to determine if any statistical significance
existed between schools on any one of the 21 behaviors composite average composite score. No
statistically significant mean composite score differences were identified on any one of the 21
leadership behaviors across all four high schools (See Table 8). This suggests that the rank order
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of importance as identified in the initial descriptive analyses appears to be consistent across all
four schools indicating that teachers in these four schools consistently agree upon what
leadership behaviors most influence overall school performance. Table 9 reports the results of
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on each of the leadership behaviors with school identified as the
main effect.
Table 9
ANOVA Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors across All Four Schools
Behavior
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Affirmation

Relationships

Outreach

Order

Communication

Visibility

School A

School B

School C

School D

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean=3.9

Mean= 3.7

Mean= 3.6

Mean= 3.9

SD= 1.31

SD= .97

SD=.58

SD= .78

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 4.0

Mean= 3.7

Mean= 3.2

Mean= 3.7

SD=1.38

SD=.963

SD=.791

SD=.923

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.4

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 2.5

Mean=3.2

SD=2.09

SD=1.96

SD=1.89

SD=1.94

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.4

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 3.1

SD=2.05

SD=2.01

SD=1.87

SD=1.91

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.3

Mean= 2.5

Mean=2.3

Mean=3.16

SD=2.04

SD=1.97

SD=1.88

SD=1.92

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.4

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 3.0

SD=2.03

SD=1.85

SD=1.96

SD=1.87
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F
statistic
1.061

df

Sig.

3,136

.368

1.42

3,136

.238

1.33

3,136

.265

1.61

3,136

.188

1.474

3,136

.224

1.56

3,136

.201

7.

8.

9.

Culture

Resources

Monitoring/
Evaluating

10. Focus

11. Ideals/Beliefs

12. Flexibility

13. Input

14. Situational
Awareness

15. Discipline

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.3

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 3.1

SD=2.02

SD=1.91

SD=1.82

SD=1.86

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.1

Mean= 2.3

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 3.0

SD=1.97

SD=1.84

SD=1.84

SD=1.94

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.3

Mean= 2.3

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.9

SD=2.09

SD=1.85

SD=2.06

SD=1.85

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.3

Mean= 2.3

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 2.8

SD=1.97

SD=1.83

SD=1.92

SD=1.81

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.3

Mean= 2.3

Mean=2.7

Mean= 2.8

SD=1.98

SD=1.79

SD =1.95

SD=1.76

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.1

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 3.0

SD=1.95

SD=1.77

SD=1.76

SD=1.76

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.1

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.9

SD=1.97

SD=1.83

SD=1.90

SD=1.87

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.1

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.8

SD=1.93

SD=1.80

SD=1.67

SD=1.69

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean=3.0

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 1.9

Mean= 2.9

SD=2.00

SD=1.88

SD=1.73

SD=1.82
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1.891

3,136

.134

1.60

3,136

.192

1.600

3,136

.192

1.363

3,136

.257

1.541

3,136

.207

2.184

3,136

.093

1.54

3,136

.212

1.18

3,136

.317

1.91

3,136

.131

16. Optimizer

17. Knowledge of
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment

18. Intellectual
Stimulation

19. Change Agent

20. Contingent
Rewards

21. Involvement in
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.1

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.8

SD=1.98

SD=1.74

SD=1.72

SD=1.75

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.2

Mean= 2.0

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.8

SD=1.92

SD=1.71

SD=1.97

SD=1.81

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.2

Mean= 2.03

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.8

SD=1.99

SD=1.68

SD=1.85

SD=1.81

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.2

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.8

SD=1.93

SD=1.70

SD=1.69

SD=1.74

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.6

SD=1.63

SD=1.64

SD=1.50

SD=1.66

N=17

N=45

N=10

N=68

Mean= 3.0

Mean= 2.0

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.4

SD=1.90

SD=1.66

SD=1.85

SD=1.70

1.95

3,136

.124

2.30

3,136

.079

2.57

3,136

.057

2.349

3,136

.075

.985

3,136

.402

1.577

3,136

.198

Subsidiary Research Question 2
Do these perceptions differ based on age?
Null Hypothesis: There are no significant differences in teacher perceptions of New
Jersey high school principals from low areas of SES utilization of McRel’s 21 leadership
behaviors based on age.
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An ANOVA was conducted comparing the mean composite scores of each of the 21
leadership behaviors across age to determine if any statistical significances existed.

No

statistically significant mean composite score differences were identified on any one of the 21
leadership behaviors for age (See Table 10). This suggests that the rank order of importance as
identified in the initial descriptive analyses appears to be consistent across all ages, indicating
that teachers ages 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, and 60+ years consistently agree upon which
leadership behaviors most influence overall school performance.
Table 10
ANOVA Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors Based on Age Ranges
Behavior

21-30

31-40

41-50

51-60

60+

1.

N= 22

N= 41

N= 35

N= 25

N=16

Mean=3.7

Mean= 4.1

Mean= 4.0

Mean= 3.6

Mean=3.8

SD= 1.20

SD= .622

SD=.691

SD= .979

SD=.866

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=3.5

Mean= 4.0

Mean= 3.8

Mean= 3.4

Mean=3.5

SD=1.19

SD=.839

SD=.823

SD=.992

SD=.875

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.7

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 3.4

Mean=3.4

Mean=3.3

SD=2.22

SD=2.10

SD=1.70

SD=1.81

SD=1.76

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.5

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 3.2

Mean= 3.2

Mean=3.2

SD=2.17

SD=2.16

SD=1.73

SD=1.82

SD=1.89

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.5

Mean= 2.5

Mean=3.2

Mean=3.2

Mean=3.0

SD=2.16

SD=2.19

SD=1.69

SD=1.74

SD=1.83

2.

3.

4.

5.

Affirmation

Relationships

Outreach

Order

Communication
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F
statistic
1.32

df

Sig.

4,134

.240

2.20

4,134

.072

1.75

4,134

.142

1.01

4,134

.404

.982

4,134

.419

6.

7.

8.

9.

Visibility

Culture

Resources

Monitoring/
Evaluating

10. Focus

11. Ideals/Beliefs

12. Flexibility

13. Input

14. Situational
Awareness

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.5

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 3.3

Mean= 3.0

Mean=3.0

SD=2.08

SD=2.09

SD=1.70

SD=1.66

SD=1.71

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.5

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 3.2

Mean= 2.9

Mean=3.0

SD=2.19

SD=2.12

SD=1.67

SD=1.65

SD=1.84

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.4

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 3.3

Mean= 2.9

Mean=2.8

SD=2.05

SD=2.08

SD=1.74

SD=1.65

SD=1.91

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.5

Mean= 2.3

Mean= 3.2

Mean= 2.9

Mean=3.0

SD=2.14

SD=2.08

SD=1.69

SD=1.68

SD=1.76

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.4

Mean= 2.3

Mean=3.2

Mean= 2.9

Mean=3.0

SD=2.44

SD=2.34

SD=1.62

SD=1.65

SD=1.71

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.4

Mean= 2.3

Mean=3.2

Mean= 2.8

Mean=2.8

SD=2.05

SD=2.02

SD =1.61

SD=1.53

SD=1.63

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.4

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 3.0

Mean= 2.9

Mean=2.9

SD=1.98

SD=2.05

SD=1.60

SD=1.56

SD=1.73

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.4

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 3.0

Mean= 2.9

Mean=2.8

SD=2.10

SD=2.09

SD=1.70

SD=1.68

SD=1.66

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.4

Mean= 2.3

Mean= 3.0

Mean= 2.7

Mean=2.8

SD=1.98

SD=2.00

SD=1.54

SD=1.49

SD=1.67
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1.43

4,134

.227

.956

4,134

.434

1.20

4,134

.311

1.22

4,134

.304

1.44

4,134

.223

1.37

4,134

.247

.855

4,134

.493

.690

4,134

.600

.806

4,134

.524

15. Discipline

16. Optimizer

17. Knowledge of
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment

18. Intellectual
Stimulation

19. Change Agent

20. Contingent
Rewards

21. Involvement in
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.2

Mean= 2.3

Mean= 3.0

Mean= 2.7

Mean=2.9

SD=2.01

SD=2.10

SD=1.74

SD=1.60

SD=1.80

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.4

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 3.1

Mean= 2.7

Mean=2.8

SD=2.05

SD=1.95

SD=1.59

SD=1.51

SD=1.68

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.3

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 3.0

Mean= 2.8

Mean=2.7

SD=2.01

SD=1.94

SD=1.68

SD=1.61

SD=1.79

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.2

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 3.1

Mean= 2.7

Mean=2.7

SD=1.92

SD=1.97

SD=1.66

SD=1.59

SD=1.78

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.4

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.9

Mean= 2.7

Mean=2.8

SD=2.04

SD=1.95

SD=1.58

SD=1.54

SD=1.66

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.2

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.6

Mean=2.5

SD=1.85

SD=1.85

SD=1.45

SD=1.41

SD=1.43

N=22

N=41

N=35

N=25

N=16

Mean=2.0

Mean= 2.0

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.5

Mean=2.5

SD=1.82

SD=1.88

SD=1.61

SD=1.56

SD=1.58

.903

4,134

.464

1.38

4,134

.243

1.33

4,134

.261

1.55

4,134

.190

.953

4,134

.436

.839

4,134

.503

1.29

4,134

.276

Subsidiary Research Question 3
Do these perceptions differ based on years of teaching experience?
Null Hypothesis: There are no significant differences in teacher perceptions of New
Jersey high school principals from low areas of SES utilization of McRel’s 21 leadership
behaviors based on teaching experience.
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An ANOVA was conducted comparing the mean composite scores of each of the 21
leadership behaviors across years of teaching of experience to determine if any statistical
significances existed.

No statistically significant mean composite score differences were

identified on any one of the 21 leadership behaviors for years of teaching experience (See Table
11). This suggests that the rank order of importance as identified in the initial descriptive
analyses appears to be consistent across all years of teaching experience, indicating that teachers
teaching from 1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, 16-20 years, and 21+ years consistently agree
upon what leadership behaviors most influence overall school performance.
Table 11
ANOVA Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors Based on Years of Teaching Experience
Behavior
1.

2.

Affirmation

Relationships

1-5
years
N= 30

6-10
years
N= 22

11-15
years
N= 28

16-20
years
N= 21

21+
years
N=34

Mean=3.6

Mean= 4.1

Mean= 3.9

Mean= 4.0

Mean=3.9

SD= 1.07

SD= .770

SD=.951

SD= .804

SD=.650

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 3.4

Mean= 3.9

Mean= 3.9

Mean= 4.0

Mean
=3.6

SD=1.14

SD=.974

SD=1.01

SD=.823

F
statistic
.903

df

Sig.

4, 130

.464

2.23

4, 130

.068

2.36

4, 130

.056

1.94

4, 130

.106

SD=.706
3.

Outreach

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 3.1

Mean=3.2

Mean
=3.6

SD=2.10

SD=2.14

SD=1.97

SD=1.90
SD=1.62

4.

Order

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 3.1

Mean= 3.0

Mean
=3.4

SD=2.09

SD=2.22

SD=1.97

SD=1.92
SD=1.65
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5.

Communication

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.6

Mean=3.0

Mean=3.1

Mean
=3.4

SD=2.14

SD=2.20

SD=1.94

SD=1.89

1.70

4, 130

.154

1.60

4, 130

.177

1.59

4, 130

.179

1.35

4, 130

.255

1.556

4, 130

.190

1.68

4, 130

.157

1.33

4, 130

.261

1.60

4, 130

.178

SD=1.62
6.

Visibility

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 3.0

Mean= 3.0

Mean
=3.2

SD=2.04

SD=2.12

SD=1.98

SD=1.85
SD=1.54

7.

Culture

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.9

Mean= 2.9

Mean
=3.3

SD=2.11

SD=2.17

SD=1.90

SD=1.85
SD=1.61

8.

Resources

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.9

Mean= 3.0

Mean
=3.2

SD=2.12

SD=2.06

SD=1.87

SD=1.89
SD=1.70

9.

Monitoring/
Evaluating

10. Focus

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.9

Mean=3.2

SD=2.04

SD=2.15

SD=1.90

SD=1.89

SD=1.59

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.9

Mean
=3.2

SD=2.00

SD=2.06

SD=1.83

SD=1.86
SD=1.53

11. Ideals/Beliefs

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.5

Mean=2.9

Mean= 2.8

Mean
=3.1

SD=2.01

SD=2.08

SD =1.85

SD=1.80
SD=1.42

12. Flexibility

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.7

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.7

Mean
=3.1

SD=1.95

SD=2.09

SD=1.83

SD=1.81
SD=1.47
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13. Input

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.9

Mean= 2.8

Mean
=3.2

SD=2.03

SD=2.13

SD=1.86

SD=1.89

1.55

4, 130

.189

1.60

4, 130

.176

1.97

4, 130

.103

1.18

4, 130

.319

1.32

4, 130

.266

1.56

4, 130

.187

1.34

4, 130

.258

1.30

4, 130

.272

1.94

4, 130

.107

SD=1.55
14. Situational
Awareness

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 1.9

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.9

Mean
=2.9

SD=1.83

SD=2.09

SD=1.81

SD=1.82
SD=1.37

15. Discipline

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean=1.9

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.7

Mean
=3.2

SD=1.95

SD=2.13

SD=1.89

SD=1.92
SD=1.55

16. Optimizer

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.7

Mean= 2.7

Mean
=3.0

SD=2.01

SD=2.01

SD=1.77

SD=1.86
SD=1.42

17. Knowledge of
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.0

Mean= 2.3

Mean= 2.7

Mean= 2.7

Mean
=3.0

SD=1.97

SD=2.04

SD=1.82

SD=1.88
SD=1.54

18. Intellectual
Stimulation

19. Change Agent

20. Contingent
Rewards

21. Involvement in
Curriculum,

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 1.9

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.6

Mean=3.0

SD=1.91

SD=2.02

SD=1.85

SD=1.89

SD=1.52

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 2.0

Mean= 2.3

Mean= 2.7

Mean= 2.7

Mean=3.0

SD=1.96

SD=1.98

SD=1.82

SD=1.84

SD=1.41

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34

Mean= 1.9

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 2.6

Mean=2.7

SD=1.84

SD=1.81

SD=1.71

SD=1.68

SD=1.25

N=30

N=22

N=28

N=21

N=34
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Instruction,
Assessment

&

Mean= 1.7

Mean= 2.1

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 2.6

Mean=2.8

SD=1.74

SD=1.88

SD=1.76

SD=1.85

SD=1.47

Subsidiary Research Question 4
Do these perceptions differ based on gender?
Null Hypothesis: There are no significant differences in teacher perceptions of New
Jersey high school principals from low areas of SES utilization of McRel’s 21 leadership
behaviors based on gender.
An independent sample t test was conducted on each of the 21 leadership behaviors to
determine if any statistically significant differences existed in the mean score differences
between genders. No statistical significance existed on any one of the 21 leadership behaviors
composite mean scores based on gender. (See Table 12). This suggests that the rank order of
importance as identified in the initial descriptive analyses appears to be consistent with males
and females, indicating that males and females consistently agree upon what leadership
behaviors most influence overall school performance.

Table 12
Independent t Test Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors Based on Gender
Behavior

1.

Affirmation*

2.

Relationships

Males

Females

N = 51
Mean = 3.9
SD = .62
N = 51
Mean = 3.9
SD = .81

N = 87
Mean= 3.8
SD = .95
N = 87
Mean = 3.6
SD = 1.01
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Mean
Difference

t
Statistic

df

Sig.
(2tailed)

.10017

.740

134.292

.461

.24628

1.473

136

.143

3.

Outreach

4.

Order

5.

Communication

6.

Visibility

7.

Culture

8.

Resources

9.

Monitoring/
Evaluating

10. Focus

11. Ideals/Beliefs

12. Flexibility

13. Input
14. Situational
Awareness
15. Discipline

16. Optimizer
17. Knowledge of
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment
18. Intellectual
Stimulation
19. Change Agent
20. Contingent

N = 51
Mean = 3.0
SD = 1.98
N=51
Mean= 3.0
SD=2.02
N=51
Mean=3.0
SD=2.02
N=51
Mean=3.0
SD=1.94
N=51
Mean= 2.9
SD=1.98
N=51
Mean= 2.9
SD=2.00
N=51
Mean= 2.9
SD=1.90
N=51
Mean= 2.9
SD=1.88
N=51
Mean= 2.8
SD=1.84
N=51
Mean=2.8
SD=1.86
N=51
Mean= 2.9
SD=1.93
N=51
Mean= 2.7
SD=1.82
N=51
Mean= 2.7
SD=1.92
N=51
Mean= 2.7
SD=1.81

N = 87
Mean = 3.0
SD = 1.94
N=87
Mean= 2.9
SD=1.94
N=87
Mean= 2.8
SD=1.90
N=87
Mean= 2.8
SD=1.86
N=87
Mean= 2.7
SD=1.87
N=87
Mean= 2.7
SD=1.85
N=87
Mean= 2.7
SD=1.89
N=87
Mean= 2.7
SD=1.82
N=87
Mean= 2.7
SD=1.79
N=87
Mean= 2.6
SD=1.77
N=87
Mean= 2.6
SD=1.83
N=87
Mean= 2.6
SD=1.72
N=87
Mean= 2.6
SD=1.85
N=87
Mean= 2.6
SD=1.77

N=51
Mean=2.7
SD=1.87

N=87
Mean= 2.5
SD=1.79

N=51
Mean=2.7
SD=1.82
N=51
Mean= 2.7
SD=1.82
N=51

N=87
Mean= 2.5
SD=1.81
N=87
Mean= 2.5
SD=1.74
N=87
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.01200

.035

136

.972

.15170

.436

136

.663

.20149

.586

136

.559

.19218

.575

136

.566

.20794

.616

136

.539

.14571

.432

136

.666

.13759

.411

136

.682

.20382

.627

136

.532

.11934

.373

136

.710

.17420

.546

136

.586

.30254

.917

136

.361

.08628

.278

136

.782

.16484

.497

136

.620

.12789

.405

136

.686

.23580

.733

136

.465

.15492

.483

136

.630

.19078

.609

136

.543

.14674

.508

136

.612

Rewards
21. Involvement
Curriculum,
Instruction,
Assessment

in
&

Mean= 2.5
SD=1.70

Mean= 2.4
SD=1.59

N=51
Mean= 2.5
SD=1.76

N=87
Mean= 2.3
SD=1.70

.16971

.557

136

.578

* equal variances not assumed

Subsidiary Research Question 5
Do these perceptions differ based on level of formal education?
Null Hypothesis: There are no significant differences in teacher perceptions of New
Jersey high school principals from low areas of SES utilization of McRel’s 21 leadership
behaviors based on level of formal education.
An ANOVA was conducted comparing the mean composite scores of each of the 21
leadership behaviors across levels of formal education to determine if any statistical significance
existed. No statistically significant mean composite score differences were identified on any one
of the 21 leadership behaviors based on years of formal education (See Table 13). This suggests
that the rank order of importance as identified in the initial descriptive analyses appears to be
consistent across all years of formal education, indicating that the teachers teaching from
BA+15, BS+15, MA+15, MS+15, doctorate, and other academic levels consistently agree upon
what leadership behaviors most influence overall school performance.

Table 13
ANOVA Results for All 21 Leadership Behaviors Based on Levels of Formal Education
Behavior

BA+15

BS+15

MA+15

MS+15
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Doctorate

Other

F
statisti
c

df

Sig.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Affirmation

Relationships

Outreach

Order

Communicatio
n

Visibility

Culture

Resources

Monitoring/
Evaluating

N= 26

N= 20

N= 49

N= 12

N=7

N=25

Mean=3.9

Mean= 4.0

Mean= 3.7

Mean= 4.0

Mean=3.7

Mean=4.1

SD= .754

SD= .489

SD=1.14

SD= .595

SD=.548

SD=576

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=3.7

Mean= 3.7

Mean= 3.5

Mean= 4.0

Mean=3.6

Mean=4.1

SD=.921

SD=.749

SD=1.15

SD=.754

SD=.438

SD=.749

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=3.1

Mean= 3.0

Mean= 2.9

Mean=3.3

Mean=3.1

Mean=2.8

SD=1.91

SD=2.09

SD=1.97

SD=1.76

SD=2.18

SD=2.06

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=3.1

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.7

Mean= 3.5

Mean=2.9

Mean=2.8

SD=1.98

SD=2.05

SD=1.98

SD=1.74

SD=2.22

SD=2.04

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=3.0

Mean= 2.9

Mean=2.8

Mean=3.4

Mean=2.9

Mean=2.8

SD=1.91

SD=2.03

SD=1.97

SD=1.77

SD=2.11

SD=2.08

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=3.1

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.7

Mean= 3.4

Mean=2.6

Mean=2.7

SD=1.81

SD=2.01

SD=1.88

SD=1.78

SD=2.03

SD=2.03

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=3.0

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 3.3

Mean=2.6

Mean=2.7

SD=1.87

SD=2.02

SD=1.91

SD=1.78

SD=2.01

SD=2.04

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=3.0

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.7

Mean= 2.8

Mean=2.7

Mean=2.7

SD=1.87

SD=1.94

SD=1.95

SD=1.92

SD=1.99

SD=2.00

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.9

Mean= 2.8

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 3.4

Mean=2.3

Mean=2.7

SD=1.83

SD=2.01

SD=1.90

SD=1.71

SD=1.88

SD=2.06
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1.36

5, 133

.241

1.63

5, 133

.156

.184

5, 133

.968

.343

5, 133

.886

.267

5, 133

.930

.380

5, 133

.862

3.03

5, 133

..910

.074

5, 133

.996

.482

5, 133

.790

10. Focus

11. Ideals/Beliefs

12. Flexibility

13. Input

14. Situational
Awareness

15. Discipline

16. Optimizer

17. Knowledge of
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment

18. Intellectual
Stimulation

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.9

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 3.3

Mean=2.4

Mean=2.6

SD=1.74

SD=1.94

SD=1.86

SD=1.76

SD=1.92

SD=1.96

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.9

Mean= 2.7

Mean=2.6

Mean= 3.2

Mean=2.4

Mean=2.7

SD=1.69

SD=1.88

SD =1.84

SD=1.69

SD=1.93

SD=1.98

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.8

Mean= 2.7

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 3.4

Mean=2.5

Mean=2.6

SD=1.73

SD=1.89

SD=1.80

SD=1.73

SD=1.84

SD=1.95

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.9

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 3.1

Mean=2.4

Mean=2.7

SD=1.80

SD=1.91

SD=1.92

SD=1.73

SD=1.94

SD=2.02

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.8

Mean= 2.7

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 3.3

Mean=2.5

Mean=2.5

SD=1.72

SD=1.88

SD=1.74

SD=1.67

SD=1.74

SD=1.88

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.8

Mean= 2.9

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 3.3

Mean=2.4

Mean=2.5

SD=1.83

SD=2.03

SD=1.85

SD=1.88

SD=1.90

SD=1.93

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.8

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 3.2

Mean=2.2

Mean=2.4

SD=1.73

SD=1.88

SD=1.83

SD=1.73

SD=1.81

SD=1.79

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.8

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 3.4

Mean=2.2

Mean=2.6

SD=1.74

SD=1.88

SD=1.85

SD=1.76

SD=1.97

SD=1.92

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.7

Mean= 2.5

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 3.2

Mean=2.2

Mean=2.6

SD=1.66

SD=1.85

SD=1.86

SD=1.79

SD=1.97

SD=1.93
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.414

5, 133

.839

.319

5, 133

.901

.512

5, 133

.767

.219

5, 133

.954

.468

5, 133

.799

.591

5, 133

.707

.527

5, 133

.756

.379

5, 133

.863

.458

5, 133

.806

19. Change Agent

20. Contingent
Rewards

21. Involvement in
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.7

Mean= 2.6

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 3.2

Mean=2.2

Mean=2.4

SD=1.68

SD=1.87

SD=1.77

SD=1.78

SD=1.74

SD=1.87

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.6

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.8

Mean=2.2

Mean=2.3

SD=1.58

SD=1.78

SD=1.69

SD=1.43

SD=1.59

SD=1.70

N=26

N=20

N=49

N=12

N=7

N=25

Mean=2.6

Mean= 2.4

Mean= 2.2

Mean= 2.8
Mean=2.1

Mean=2.4

SD=1.65

SD=1.81

SD=1.71

SD=1.65
SD=1.92

SD=1.85

.536

5, 133

.749

.243

5, 133

.943

.335

5, 133

.891

Results of Additional Analysis of the 21 Leadership Behaviors Component Scores
In an effort to get a better understanding of how each of the 21 leadership behaviors
component questions contributed to each leadership behaviors’ composite score, further nonparametric statistical analysis was completed. It was my intent to determine if a specific
leadership behavior component was deemed more important by the respondents than another for
that specific leadership behavior.
Affirmation
The affirmation composite mean score was 3.89, which was the highest composite mean
score. The affirmation composite score consisted of six component questions. These questions
addressed specific leadership behavioral constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership
behavior known as “affirmation.” A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the six
component questions that made up the affirmation composite score to determine if the mean rank
differences for the six individual component question responses were statistically significantly
different. The mean ranks in order of most important to least important for these specific
leadership behaviors can be found in Table 14. The highest mean rank score was for
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Systematically recognizes and celebrates the accomplishments of students, 4.07. This overall
mean rank order was found to be statistically significant (χ2=71.549, df=5, N=92, p<.001).
Table 14
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Six Component Questions That Make
Up the Behavior “Affirmation”

Affirmation
Components
Systematically
recognizes and
celebrates
accomplishments
with students.
Fairly recognizes
and celebrates
accomplishments of
students.
Systematically
recognizes and
celebrates the
accomplishments of
teachers.
Fairly recognizes
and celebrates the
accomplishments of
teachers.
Fairly recognizes
the failures of the
school as a whole.
Systematically
recognizes the
failures of the
school as a whole.

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Friedman
Mean
Rank

92

4.2065

.79197

4.07

92

4.1522

.92505

4.04

92

4.0326

.84452

3.63

92

3.9674

.96591

3.58

92

3.6087

.98289

2.90

92

3.5652

.89325

2.78

Relationships
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The composite mean score for relationships was 3.74, the second highest ranked
leadership behavior. The relationships composite score consisted of four component questions.
These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral constructs that make up the overall
McRel leadership behavior known as “relationships.” A Friedman test was run on the mean
ranks of the four components questions that made up the relationships composite score to
determine if the mean rank differences for the four individual component question responses
were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most important to least important for
these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 15. The highest mean rank score was
for Maintains personal relationships with teachers, 2.84. This mean rank order was found to be
statistically significant (χ2=29.907, df=3, N=99, p<.001).
Table 15
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Rank Test for the Four Component Questions That Make Up
the Behavior “Relationships”
Relationship
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Friedman
Mean
Rank

Maintains
personal
relationships with
teachers.
Acknowledges
significant events
in the lives of staff
members.
Is aware of
personal needs of
teachers.
Is informed about
significant
personal issues
within the lives of
staff members.

99

4.0404

1.06827

2.84

99

3.8889

.96773

2.58

99

3.7879

.99255

2.42

99

3.6263

.97505

2.16

Outreach
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The composite mean score for outreach was 3.0. The outreach composite score consisted
of four component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral
constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “outreach.” A Friedman
test was run on the mean ranks of the four component questions that made up the outreach
composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for the four individual component
question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most important to
least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 16. This mean rank
order as identified by the Friedman test can be attributed to chance (χ2=6.253, df=3, N=98,
p>.100) and are not statistically significant.
Table 16
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component Questions That
Make Up the Behavior “Outreach”
Outreach
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Ensures that the
school complies
with all district
and state
mandates.
Is an advocate of
the school with
the community at
large.
Is an advocate of a
school with
parents.
Is an advocate of
the school with
the central office.

98

4.2653

.73989

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.64

98

4.2041

.88468

2.54

98

4.1735

.87373

2.48

98

4.0612

.98249

2.34

Order
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The composite mean score for order was 2.95. The order composite score consisted of
three component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral constructs
that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “order.” A Friedman test was run
on the mean ranks of the three component questions that made up the order composite score to
determine if the mean rank differences for the three individual component question responses
were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most important to least important for
these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 17. The highest mean rank score was
for Provides and reinforces clear instructions, rules, and procedures for staff, 2.54. This mean
rank order was found to be statistically significant (χ2=9.438, df=2, N=96 p>.009)
Table 17
Descriptive Statistics for the Three Component Questions That Make Up the Behavior “Order”
Order
Composites

N

Establishes
96
routines for the
smooth running of
the school that
staff understand
and follow.
Provides and
96
reinforces clear
instructions, rules,
and procedures for
staff.
Provides and
96
reinforces clear
structures, rules,
and procedures for
students.

Mean

Std.
Deviation

4.1771

98403

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.14

4.0417

1.97

1.97

3.9688

1.07069

1.89

Communication
The composite mean score for communication was 2.92. The communication composite
score consisted of four component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership
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behavioral constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as
“communication.” A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the four component questions
that made up the communication composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for
the four individual component question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks
in order of most important to least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found
in Table 18. The highest mean rank score was for Is easily accessible to teachers, 2.83. This
mean rank order was found be statistically significant (χ2=48.585, df=3, N=96 p<.001).
Table 18
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component Questions That
Make Up the Behavior “Communication”
Communication
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Is
easily
accessible
to
teachers
Maintains
open
lines
of
communication
with staff
Maintains
effective lines of
communication
with staff
Develops
effective means
for teachers to
communicate with
one another

96

4.2917

.75277

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.83

96

4.1771

.98403

2.71

96

3.9688

1.09018

2.41

96

3.7292

1.07095

2.06

Visibility
The mean composite score for visibility was 2.84. The visibility composite score
consisted of six component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral
constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “visibility.” A
Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the six component questions that made up the
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visibility composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for the six individual
component question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most
important to least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 19. The
highest mean rank score was for Is highly visible to students, 4.05. This mean rank order was
found to be statistically significant (χ2=93.776, df=5, N=97 p<.001).
Table 19
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Six Component Questions That Make
up the Behavior “Visibility”
“Visibility
Composites”

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Is highly visible to
students
Is highly visible to
parents
Is highly visible to
teachers
Has
frequent
contact
with
students
Makes systematic
visits
to
classrooms
Makes
frequent
visits
to
classrooms

97

4.22.68

.95203

Friedman
Mean
Rank
4.05

97

4.2165

.84443

4.02

97

4.1443

1.03067

3.87

97

3.9485

1.05447

3.56

97

3.5773

1.14414

2.85

97

3.5052

1.14677

2.66

Culture
The mean composite score for culture was 2.84. The culture composite score consisted of
four component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral constructs
that make up the overall MCREL leadership behavior known as “culture.” A Friedman test was
run on the mean ranks of the four component questions that made up the culture composite score
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to determine if the mean rank differences for the four individual component question responses
were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most important to least important for
these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 20. The highest mean rank score was
for Promotes a sense of well-being among staff, 2.74. This mean rank order was found to be
statistically significant (χ2=10.952, df=3, N=93 p<.012).
Table 20
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component Questions That
Make up the Behavior “Culture”
Culture
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Promotes a sense
of well-being
among staff
Develops a shared
vision of what the
school could be
like
Develops an
understanding of
purpose among
staff
Promotes
Cohesion among
staff

98

4.0306

1.04983

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.74

98

3.8776

.97669

2.46

98

3.8367

1.09067

2.39

98

3.8061

1.13663

2.41

The mean composite score for resources score was 2.78. The resources composite score
consisted of two component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral
constructs that make up the overall MCREL leadership behavior known as “Resources.” A
Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the two component questions that made up the
resources composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for the two individual
component question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most
important to least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 21. The
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highest mean rank score was for Ensures that teachers have the necessary materials and/or
equipment, 1.57. This mean rank order was found to be statistically significant (χ2=4.122, df=1,
N=97 p<.042).
Table 21
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Two Component Questions That Make
up the Behavior “Resources”
Resources
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Ensures that
teachers have the
necessary
materials and/or
equipment.
Ensures that
teachers have the
necessary staff
development
opportunities to
directly enhance
their teaching.

97

4.0103

.95192

Friedman
Mean
Rank
1.57

97

3.8144

1.04413

1.43

The mean composite score for the monitoring/evaluating resource was 2.77. The
monitoring/evaluating composite score consisted of two component questions. These questions
addressed specific leadership behavioral constructs that make up the overall MCREL leadership
behavior known as “monitoring/evaluating.” A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the
two component questions that made up the monitoring/evaluating composite score to determine
if the mean rank differences for the two individual component question responses were
statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most important to least important for these
specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 22. This mean rank order was found not to
be statistically significant as identified by the Friedman Test and can be attributed to chance
(χ2=2.778, df=1, N=99 p>.096).
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Table 22
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Two Component Questions That Make
up the Behavior “Monitoring/Evaluating”
Monitoring/
Evaluating
Composites
Is continually
aware of the
impact of the
school's practices
on student
achievement..
Continually
monitors the
effectiveness of
the school's
curricular,
instructional, and
assessment
practices

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

99

3.91921

.92225

Friedman
Mean
Rank
1.55

99

3.8283

1.05985

1.45

Focus
The mean composite score for focus was 2.75. The focus composite score consisted of
seven component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral constructs
that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “focus.” A Friedman test was run
on the mean ranks of the seven component questions that made up the focus composite score to
determine if the mean rank differences for the seven individual component question responses
were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most important to least important for
these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 23. The highest mean rank score was
for Establishes concrete goals for the general functioning of the school, 4.60. The mean rank
order was found to be statistically significant (χ2=30.246, df=6, N=92 p<.001).
Table 23
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Rank Test for the Seven Component Questions That Make Up
the Behavior “Focus”
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Focus
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Establishes
concrete goals for
the general
functioning of the
school.
Continually keeps
attention on
established goals.
Establishes
concrete goals for
assessment
practices within
the school.
Establishes
concrete goals for
instruction within
the school.
Establishes high
expectations that
all students will
meet them.
Establishes high
concrete goals that
all students will
meet them.
Establishes
concrete goals for
curriculum within
the school.

92

4.0435

.93659

Friedman
Mean
Rank
4.60

92

3.9130

.87269

4.23

92

3.8478

.88869

4.01

92

3.8152

.94844

3.94

92

3.7500

1.04435

3.90

92

3.7500

1.02309

3.80

92

3.6522

1.02104

3.52

Ideals/Beliefs
The mean composite score for ideals/beliefs was 2.74. The ideals/beliefs composite score
consisted of four component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral
constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “ideals/beliefs.” A
Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the four component questions that made up the
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ideals/beliefs composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for the four individual
component question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most
important to least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 24. The
highest mean rank score was for Demonstrates behaviors that are consistent with beliefs, 2.85.
The mean rank order was found to be statistically significant (χ2=25.233, df=3, N=99 p<.001).
Table 24
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component Questions That
MakeUup the Behavior “Ideals/Beliefs”
Ideals/Beliefs
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Demonstrates
behaviors that are
consistent with
beliefs.
Shares beliefs
about learning
with the staff.
Shares beliefs
with the school
about staff.
Shares beliefs
about teaching
with the staff.

99

4.0404

.74120

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.85

99

3.7980

.95810

2.49

99

3.7576

85822

2.45

99

3.5960

1.03922

2.21

Flexibility
The mean composite score for flexibility was 2.73. The flexibility composite score
consisted of five component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral
constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “flexibility.” A
Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the five component questions that made up the

90

Flexibility composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for the five individual
component question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most
important to least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 25. The
highest mean rank score was for Is directive as the situation warrants, 3.38. The mean rank order
was found to be statistically significant (χ2=25.530, df=4, N=94 p<.001).
Table 25
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Five Component Questions That
Make up the Behavior “Flexibility”
Flexibility
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Is directive as the
situation warrants
Adapts leadership
style to the needs
of specific
situations
Is comfortable
with making
major changes in
how things are
done
Encourages
people to express
diverse and/or
contrary opinions
Is non directive as
the situation
warrants

99

3.9362

.98164

Friedman
Mean
Rank
3.38

94

3.8723

1.01847

3.26

94

3.7128

1.06380

2.90

94

3.6383

1.05597

2.81

94

3.5213

.84621

2.64

Input
The mean composite score for input was 2.72. The input composite score consisted of
three component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral constructs
that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “input.” A Friedman test was run
on the mean ranks of the three component questions that made up the input composite score to
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determine if the mean rank differences for the three individual component question responses
were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most important to least important for
these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 26. The highest mean rank score was
for Uses leadership teams in decision making, 2.60. The mean rank order was found to be
statistically significant (χ2=11.6.39, df=2, N=98<.003).
Table 26
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Three Component Questions That
Make Up the Behavior “Input”
Input
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Uses leadership
teams in decision
making
(leadership teams:
administrators,
teachers, students
& parents).
Provides
opportunities for
staff to be
involved in
developing school
policies.
Provides
opportunities for
staff input on all
important
decisions.

98

3.9184

1.03220

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.60

98

3.7449

1.14253

2.02

98

3.6122

1.10885

1.82

Situational Awareness
The mean composite score for situational awareness was 2.69. The situational awareness
composite score consisted of four component questions. These questions addressed specific
leadership behavioral constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as
“situational awareness.” A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the four component
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questions that made up the situational awareness composite score to determine if the mean rank
differences for the four individual component question responses were statistically significant.
The mean ranks in order of most important to least important for these specific leadership
behaviors can be found in Table 27. The highest mean rank score was for Is aware of issues in
the school that have not surfaced but could create discord, 2.70. The mean rank order was found
to be statistically significant (χ2=13.697, df=3, N=100, p <.003).
Table 27
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component Questions That
Make Up the Behavior “Situational Awareness”
Situational
Awareness
Composites
Is aware of issues
in the school that
have not surfaced
but could create
discord.
Is aware of
informal groups
among the staff.
Accurately
predicts what
could go wrong
from day to day.
Is aware of
informal
relationships
among the staff.

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

100

3.8300

1.01559

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.70

100

3.7900

.90224

2.65

100

3.6000

1.054409

2.39

100

3.5100

.90448

2.27

Discipline
The mean composite score for discipline was 2.68. The discipline composite score
consisted of three component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership
behavioral constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “discipline.”
A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the three component questions that made up the
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discipline composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for the three individual
component question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most
important to least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 28. The
mean rank order was found not to be statistically significant (χ2=1.635, df=2, N=97, p >.441).
Table 28
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Three Component Questions That
Make Up the Behavior “Discipline”
Discipline
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Protects teachers
from external
distractions
Protects teachers
from internal
distractions
Protects
instructional time
from interruptions

100

3.7010

1.18291

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.04

100

3.6804

1.12311

2.03

100

3.6186

1.20280

1.39

Optimizer
The mean composite score for optimizer was 2.67. The optimizer composite score
consisted of four component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral
constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “optimizer.” A
Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the four component questions that made up the
ptimizer composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for the four individual
component question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most
important to least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 29. The
highest mean rank score was for Portrays a positive attitude about the ability of staff to
accomplish substantial things, 3.25. The mean rank order was found to be statistically significant
(χ2=78.429, df = 3, N= 94, p<. 001).
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Table 29
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component Questions That
Make up the Behavior “Optimizer”
Optimizer
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Portrays a positive
attitude about the
ability of staff to
accomplish
substantial things
Inspiring teachers
to accomplish
things that might
be beyond their
grasp
Is the driving
force behind
major district
initiatives
Is the driving
force behind
major state
initiatives

94

4.1702

.78478

Friedman
Mean
Rank
3.25

94

3.6595

1.06310

2.53

94

3.4043

1.10053

2.15

94

3.3191

1.08967

2.07

Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
The mean composite score for knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment was
2.61. The knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment composite score consisted of
four component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral constructs
that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “knowledge of curriculum,
instruction, and assessment.” A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the four component
questions that made up the knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment composite
score to determine if the mean rank differences for the four individual component question
responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most important to least
important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 30. The mean rank order

95

was found not to be statistically significant and can be attributed to chance (χ2=5.839, df = 3, N=
95, p > .120).
Table 30
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component Questions That
Make Up the Behavior “Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment”
Knowledge of
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment
Composites
Possesses
extensive
knowledge about
curricular
practices
Possesses
extensive
knowledge about
effective
instructional
practice
Possesses
extensive
knowledge about
effective
assessment
practices
Provides
conceptual
guidance
regarding
effective
classroom
practices

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Friedman
Mean
Rank

95

3.6632

1.03770

2.57

95

3.6632

1.10714

2.55

95

3.6526

1.06958

2.55

95

3.4947

1.12868

2.33

Intellectual Stimulation
The mean composite score for intellectual stimulation was 2.61. The intellectual
stimulation composite score consisted of six component questions. These questions addressed
specific leadership behavioral constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior
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known as “intellectual stimulation.” A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the six
component questions that made up the intellectual stimulation composite score to determine if
the mean rank differences for the six individual component question responses were statistically
significant. The intellectual stimulation score consisted of six component questions. The mean
ranks in order of most important to least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be
found in Table 31. The highest mean rank score was for Keeps informed about current theory on
effective schooling, 3.84. The mean rank order was found to be statistically significant
(χ2=21.022, df = 5, N= 94, p < .001).
Table 31
Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Six Component Questions That Make
up the Behavior “Intellectual Stimulation”
Intellectual
Stimulation
Composites
Keeps informed
about current
theory on
effective
schooling
Continually
exposes staff to
cutting edge
research on
effective
schooling
Keeps informed
about current
research on
effective
schooling
Fosters systematic
discussion
regarding current
research on
effective
schooling

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

94

3.6809

1.00764

Friedman
Mean
Rank
3.84

94

3.6702

1.40191

3.79

94

3.6170

.92871

3.59

94

3.4894

1.06503

3.34
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Continually
exposes staff to
cutting edge
theory on
effective
schooling

94

3.4362

1.12220

3.24

Fosters systematic
discussion
regarding current
theory on
effective
schooling

94

3.4468

1.08377

3.20

Change Agent
The mean composite score for change agent was 2.60. The change agent composite score
consisted of three component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership
behavioral constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “change
agent.” A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the three component questions that made
up the change agent composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for the three
individual component question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order
of most important to least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table
32. The highest mean rank score was for Systematically considers new and better ways of doing
things, 2.29. The mean rank order was found to be statistically significant (χ2=38.113, df = 2, N=
97, p < .001).

Table 32
Descriptive Statistics and Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Three Component Questions That
Make Up the Behavior “Change Agent”
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Change Agent
Composites

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Systematically
considers new and
better ways of
doing things
Willing to lead
change initiatives
with uncertain
outcomes

97

3.8351

.95394

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.29

97

3.6082

1.13244

2.04

Consistently
attempts to
operate at the
edge versus the
center of the
school's
competence
(make decisions
and questions)

97

3.2990

1.02230

1.67

The mean composite score for contingent rewards was 2.46. The contingent rewards
composite score consisted of four component questions. These questions addressed specific
leadership behavioral constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as
“contingent rewards.” A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the four component
questions that made up the contingent rewards composite score to determine if the mean rank
differences for the four individual component question responses were statistically significant.
The mean ranks in order of most important to least important for these specific leadership
behaviors can be found in Table 33. The highest mean rank score was for uses hard work as the
basis for rewards and recognition, 2.78. The mean rank order was found to be statistically
significant (χ2=66.574, df = 3, N= 94, p < .001).
Table 33
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Descriptive Statistics & Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Four Component Questions That
Make up the Behavior “Contingent Reward”

Contingent
Rewards
Composites
Uses hard work as
the basis for
rewards and
recognition
Uses performance
as a primary
criterion for
rewards and/or
recognition
Uses results as the
basis for rewards
and/or recognition
Uses seniority as a
primary criterion
for rewards and/or
recognition

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

94

3.7128

.96856

Friedman
Mean
Rank
2.78

94

3.6064

.93000

2.75

94

3.5638

.88668

2.64

94

2.8298

1.04355

1.83

Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
The mean composite score for involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment
was 2.40. The involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment composite score consisted
of three component questions. These questions addressed specific leadership behavioral
constructs that make up the overall McRel leadership behavior known as “involvement in
curriculum, instruction, and assessment.” A Friedman test was run on the mean ranks of the three
component questions that made up the involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment
composite score to determine if the mean rank differences for the three individual component
question responses were statistically significant. The mean ranks in order of most important to
least important for these specific leadership behaviors can be found in Table 34. The highest
mean rank score was for Is directly involved in helping teachers address assessment issues, 2.16.
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The mean rank order was found to be statistically significant (χ2=24.893, df = 2, N= 98, p <
.001).
Table 34
Descriptive Statistics and Friedman Mean Rank Test for the Three Component Questions That
Make Up the Behavior “Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment”

Involvement In
Curriculum,
Instruction, &
Assessment
Is directly
involved in
helping teachers
address
assessment issues
Is directly
involved in
helping teachers
address
instructional
issues
Is directly
involved in
helping teachers
design curricular
activities

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Friedman
Mean
Rank

98

3.5000

1.06732

2.16

98

3.4388

1.13125

2.12

98

3.0714

1.20352

1.72

A Friedman Test was run on all 85 leadership behavior component questions to
determine the overall rank order of the leadership behavior component scores. The 85 leadership
behavior components were ordered from highest to lowest in mean rank order (See Table 35).
Additionally, the actual behavior associated with the specific ranked component was included in
the table for comparative purposes.
Table 35
Friedman Mean Rank Test on All 85 Behavior Component Scores
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1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.
11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

Leadership Survey
Questions
Is easily accessible to
teachers
Is highly visible to
students
Is highly visible to
parents
Establishes routines for
the smooth running of
the school that staff
understand and follow
Systematically
recognizes and
celebrates
accomplishments with
students
Maintains open lines of
communication with
staff
Ensures that the school
complies with all
district and state
mandates
Is an advocate of the
school with the
community at large
Portrays a positive
attitude about the ability
of staff to accomplish
substantial things
Promotes a sense of
well-being among staff
Provides and reinforces
clear instructions, rules,
and procedures for staff
Fairly recognizes and
celebrates
accomplishments of
students
Is an advocate of the
school with parents
Maintains personal
relationships with
teachers
Ensures that teachers
have the necessary
materials and/or
equipment
Is highly visible to

Mean Rank

McRel Leadership Behavior

57.27

5. Communication

56.64

6. Visibility

56.06

6. Visibility

55.75

4. Order

55.64

1. Affirmation

55.48

5. Communication

54.63

3. Outreach

54.59

3. Outreach

54.27

16. Optimizer

53.98

7. Culture

53.57

4. Order

53.36

1. Affirmation

52.6

3. Outreach

51.7

2. Relationships

51.67

8. Resources

54.30

6. Visibility
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.
25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

teachers
Maintains effective lines
of communication with
staff
Demonstrates behaviors
that are consistent with
beliefs
Establishes concrete
goals for the general
functioning of the
school
Systematically
recognizes and
celebrates the
accomplishments of
teachers
Fairly recognizes and
celebrates the
accomplishments of
teachers
Is an advocate of the
school with the central
office
Has frequent contact
with students
Is directive as the
situation warrants
Provides and reinforces
clear structures, rules,
and procedures for
students
Uses leadership teams
in decision making
(leadership teams:
administrators, teachers,
students, & parents)
Develops a shared
vision of what the
school could be like
Is continually aware of
the impact of the
school's practices on
student achievement
Develops effective
means for teachers to
communicate with one
another
Adapts leadership style
to the needs of specific
situations

50.89

5. Communication

50.87

11. Ideals/Beliefs

49.74

10. Focus

49.65

1. Affirmation

49.02

1. Affirmation

48.96

3. Outreach

48.14

6. Visibility

47.8

12. Flexibility

47.49

4. Order

47.21

13. Input

47.02

7. Culture

46.36

9. Monitoring/Evaluating

46.28

5. Communication

46.02

12. Flexibility
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31. Promotes cohesion
among staff
32. Acknowledges
significant events in the
lives of staff members
33. Continually keeps
attention on established
goals
34. Is aware of issues in the
school that have not
surfaced but could
create discord
35. Ensures that teachers
have the necessary staff
development
opportunities to directly
enhance their teaching
36. Establishes concrete
goals for assessment
practices within the
school
37. Provides opportunities
for staff to be involved
in developing school
policies
38. Protects teachers from
internal distractions
39. Is aware of informal
groups among the staff
40. Shares beliefs about
learning with the staff
41. Develops an
understanding of
purpose among staff
42. Continually monitors
the effectiveness of the
school's curricular,
instructional, and
assessment practices
43. Systematically
considers new and
better ways of doing
things
44. Establishes high
expectations that all
students will meet them
45. Establishes high
concrete goals that all
students will meet them
46. protects teachers from

45.98

7. Culture

45.7

2. Relationships

45.08

10. Focus

44.73

14. Situational Awareness

44.38

8. Resources

43.96

10. Focus

43.94

13. Input

43.25

15. Discipline

43.2

14. Situational Awareness

43.18

11. Ideals/Beliefs

43.06

7. Culture

42.98

9. Monitoring/Evaluating

42.86

19. Change Agent

42.54

10. Focus

42.42

10. Focus

42.23

15. Discipline
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47.
48.

49.
50.

51.

52.
53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

external distractions
Is aware of personal
needs of teachers
Continually exposes
staff to cutting edge
research on effective
schooling
Protects instructional
time from interruptions
Establishes concrete
goals for instruction
within the school
Is comfortable with
making major changes
in how things are done
Shares beliefs about the
school with staff
Keeps informed about
current theory on
effective schooling
Fairly recognizes the
failures of the school as
a whole
Inspires teachers to
accomplish things that
might be beyond their
grasp
Uses performance as a
primary criterion for
rewards and/or
recognition
Accurately predicts
what could go wrong
from day to day
Systematically
recognizes the failures
of the school as a whole
Keeps informed about
current research on
effective schooling
Is informed about
significant personnel
issues within the lives of
staff members
Establishes concrete
goals for curriculum
within the school
Uses hard work as the
basis for rewards and
recognition

42.17

2. Relationships

42.11

18. Intellectual Stimulation

41.34

15. Discipline

40.78

10. Focus

40.67

12. Flexibility

40.1

11. Ideals/Beliefs

39.84

12. Intellectual Stimulation

39.82

1. Affirmation

39.45

16. Optimizer

39.21

20. Contingent Rewards

39.12

14. Situational Awareness

39.12

1. Affirmation

38.66

18. Intellectual Stimulation

38.59

2. Relationships

38.45

10.Focus

38.39

20. Contingent Rewards
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63. Encourages people to
express diverse and/or
contrary opinions
64. Provides opportunities
for staff input on all
important decisions
65. Willing to lead change
initiatives with
uncertain outcomes
66. Possesses extensive
knowledge about
effective instructional
practices
67. Shares beliefs about
teaching with the staff
68. Possesses extensive
knowledge about
effective assessment
practices
69. Possesses extensive
knowledge about
curricular practices
70. Makes systematic visits
to classrooms
71. Is non directive as the
situation warrants
72. Fosters systematic
discussion regarding
current research on
effective schooling
73. Makes frequent visits to
classrooms
74. Is directly involved in
helping teachers address
assessment issues
75. Continually exposes
staff to cutting edge
theory on effective
schooling
76. Provides conceptual
guidance regarding
effective classroom
practices
77. Is aware of informal
relationships among the
staff
78. Uses results as the basis
for rewards and/or
recognition
79. Fosters systematic

38.38

12. Flexibility

38.27

13. Input

38.09

19. Change Agent

38.03

17. Knowledge of Curriculum,
Instruction, & Assessment

37.58

11. Ideals/Beliefs

37.27

17. Knowledge of Curriculum,
Instruction, & Assessment

37.13

17. Knowledge of Curriculum,
Instruction, & Assessment

36.85

6. Visibility

36.29

12. Flexibility

35.02

18. Intellectual Stimulation

34.93

6. Visibility

33.96

21. Involvement in Curriculum,
Instruction, & Assessment

33.85

18. Intellectual Stimulation

33.72

17. Knowledge of Curriculum,
Instruction, & Assessment

33.6

14. Situational Awareness

33.56

20. Contingent Rewards

31.98

18. Intellectual Stimulation
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80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

discussion regarding
current theory on
effective schooling
Is directly involved in
helping teachers address
instructional issues
Is the driving force
behind major district
initiatives
Is the driving force
behind major state
initiatives
Consistently attempts to
operate at the edge
versus the center of the
school's competence
(make decisions and
questions)
Is directly involved in
helping teachers design
curricular activities
Uses seniority as a
primary criterion for
rewards and/or
recognition

31.61

21. Involvement in Curriculum,
Instruction, & Assessment

30.17

16. Optimizer

27.78

16. Optimizer

27.27

19. Change Agent

26.79

21. Involvement in Curriculum,
Instruction, & Assessment

19.58

20. Contingent Rewards

Interesting to note is that the top 15 component mean score ranks 10 out of the 15
behaviors were congruent with the top five composite scores of affirmation, relationships,
outreach, order, and communication. However, there is much more variability in the congruity of
the bottom 15 mean score ranks as they relate to the overall behaviors.
Summary
Chapter IV reported the results and findings of the overarching research question and five
subsidiary research questions. The overarching research question and five subsidiary questions
examined the responses of the participating teacher sample concerning the rankings of the McRel
21 leadership behaviors in terms of school, age, years of teaching experience, gender, and formal
level of education.
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From the teachers’ perspective, which of the 21 leadership behaviors identified as being
most utilized by four New Jersey high school principals from DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE
that scored 75% or higher in Language Arts and Mathematics on the 2013-2014 HSPA exam?
The specific leadership behaviors were affirmation, relationships, outreach, order, and
communication. Important to note is that these perceptions did not differ significantly based on
the teacher’s assigned school, age, gender, years of teaching experience, or level of formal
education.
In Chapter V, I discuss the results reported in Chapter IV and their congruence with
findings reported in the literature along with a discussion of what these results might mean
concerning educational administrative practice and policy.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
Chapter V summarizes the purpose of the research study, explains the findings based on
the research questions, and discusses how the findings from this study compare to those cited in
the literature from previous studies. This chapter also describes the limitations of the study,
recommendations for policy and practice, implications for the study of leadership behaviors on
student achievement based on the perceptions of teachers, suggestions for future research, and
the overall conclusions that can be posited based on the findings reported here.
Previous leadership research studies identified McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors as
having a positive impact on student achievement (Waters et al., 2003). The focus and intent of
this research was to gain a clearer insight into which specific McRel leadership behaviors current
principals utilize in their high schools as perceived by their teachers and to use that information
to potentially assist other principals in modifying or amending their own leadership behaviors to
potentially influence student achievement in their schools. In addition to examining McRel’s
leadership behaviors, an examination and analysis of survey respondent demographics as to how
demographics may or may not have played a role in the respondents’ perception of these
leadership behaviors is examined.
Statement of the Problem
In a review of the literature pertaining to principals’ leadership behaviors, it has been
documented that a principal’s behaviors do influence student achievement (Leithwood et aI.,
2004) albeit an indirect influence. However, there is very little empirical evidence that
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distinguishes between principals utilizing McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors versus principals who
may not be and the possible influence on student achievement.
Consequently, it is imperative to education leadership theory and practice to determine
through empirical studies if there is a trend or pattern of behavior that exists between the use of
the 21 leadership behaviors and student achievement.
Purpose of the Study
The overall purpose of this research study was to examine, from the perspective of New
Jersey high school teachers, how their respective building principals from a small sample of
successful New Jersey high schools in the bottom four DFG rating groups identified as A, B,
CD, and DE utilized McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors.
Summary of Procedures
I used an online voluntary survey tool via surveymonkey.com, which was distributed
electronically to four New Jersey high schools who had different DFG rankings but were situated
in low (SES) areas and who performed proficiently on the state’s high school exit exam, 75% or
higher for both Language Arts and Math on the HSPA. The selection process was based on all
New Jersey high schools in the DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE that reported 75% or higher
for both Language Arts and Math on the HSPA for 2013-2014. However, many of the high
schools were excluded from the original potential sample pool because they were not traditional
high schools; they were specialized academies which had select student populations based on
specific performance criteria.
The list of each school’s overall HSPA student performance was obtained through the
New Jersey state website. The list provided all the high schools, counties, and DFG rankings
with the reported scores for both Mathematics and Language Arts. Of the four schools involved
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in the study, approximately 500 teachers were invited to participate in the initial sample
surveyed; 144 responded positively, which represented a return rate of approximately 29%.
The survey data were collected via SurveyMonkey.com, an online commercial survey
vendor. Once the data were downloaded, organized, and analyzed using the Statistical Package
for Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows. Answers to the research questions and school and
teacher demographic characteristics were analyzed using descriptive statistics and nonparametric inferential statistics, which included the Friedman mean rank test and chi-Ssquare.
Statistically significant relationships between demographic characteristics and leadership
behaviors were further investigated utilizing ANOVAs and t tests.
Demographic Data
The sample of teachers worked in New Jersey high schools that resided in low SES
school districts that achieved a 75% or higher proficiency rating on the New Jersey HSPA state
exam for the 2013-2014 academic school year. The survey questions included specific teacher
demographic questions which included school, age groups, years of teaching experience,
education level, and gender. Overall, the sample of teacher respondents consisted primarily of
female teachers between the ages of 31-40 who had at least a master's degree +15 with 21 years
or more of teaching experience.
Summary of the Findings
Initially, the 21 leadership behaviors were rank ordered based on composite scores for
each of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors based on teachers’ perceptions from the sample of New
Jersey high school teachers. Once the overall composite score ranking was determined, school
and teacher demographics were explored in an effort to better understand how the schools,

111

teachers’ age, years of teaching experience, high degrees earned, and gender might influence the
rank ordering of McRel' s 21 leadership behaviors.
This study was guided by one overarching research question and five subsidiary research
questions. The overarching research question addressed was the following: From the teachers’
perspective, which specific 21 leadership behaviors were identified as being most utilized by
four New Jersey high school principals from DFG categories A, B, CD, and DE that scored 75%
or higher in Language Arts and Mathematics on the 2013-2014 HSPA exam?
The top five specific leadership behavior composite scores were identified as affirmation,
relationships, outreach, order, and communication. Affirmation, the first leadership behavior,
requires school leaders to recognize and acknowledge the good work of teachers, staff, and the
school as a whole. Relationships, the second ranked leadership behavior, requires school leaders
to acknowledge being aware and maintaining relationships with staff members. Outreach, the
third leadership behavior, requires school leaders to advocate their school with parents, students,
and the community at large and ensure that the school complies with all district and state
mandates. The fourth leadership behavior, order, requires school leaders to establish, provide,
and reinforce clear structures, rules, and procedures for staff, students, and the school to follow.
Communication, the fifth ranked overall leadership behavior, requires school leaders to develop
and maintain ongoing open communication with staff (McRel, 2003).
The lowest five specific leadership behavior composite scores were identified as
involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment, contingent rewards, change agent,
intellectual stimulation, and knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment. Involvement
in curriculum leadership behavior directly involves helping teachers address issues with
curricular activities, instruction, and assessment. Contingent rewards leadership behavior uses
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seniority, hard work, performance, and results as the basis for recognition. Change agent
leadership behavior demonstrates willing, systematic, and consistent change in initiatives,
considering new things, and operating on the edge versus the status quo. Intellectual stimulation
leadership behavior continually exposes, informs, and fosters theory and research on effective
schooling. Knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment leadership behavior possesses
extensive knowledge about effective instructional, curricular, assessment, and classroom
practices (McRel, 2003). These results indicate specific McRel leadership behaviors, relationship
based behaviors, that teachers perceive their principals as using.
Subsidiary Research Question 1: Do these perceptions differ based on the school?
The first subsidiary research question identified if teachers’ perceptions differ based on
school. An ANOVA was performed comparing the mean composite scores of each of the 21
leadership behaviors across all four high schools to determine if any statistically significant
difference exists between schools on any one of the 21 behaviors average composite scores. No
statistically significant mean composite score differences were identified on any one of the 21
leadership behaviors across all four high schools. This seems to imply that across all four high
schools there were no significant differences reported by teachers of their principals’ use of
McRel’s 21 leadership behavior.
Subsidiary Research Question 2: Do these perceptions differ based on age?
The second research question identified if teachers’ perceptions differed based on their
age. An ANOVA was conducted comparing the mean composite scores of each of the 21
leadership behaviors across age ranges to determine if any statistically significant differences
existed. No statistically significant mean composite score differences were identified on any one
of the 21 leadership behaviors across all age ranges. This seems to suggests that the rank order

113

of importance as identified in the initial descriptive analyses appears to be consistent across all
age ranges

indicating that teachers ages 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, and 60+ years, all

consistently agree upon what leadership behaviors most influence overall school performance.
Subsidiary Research Question 3: Do these perceptions differ based on years of teaching
experience?
The third research question explored whether teachers’ perceptions differed based on
their years of teaching experience. An ANOVA was conducted comparing the mean composite
scores of each of the 21 leadership behaviors based on the number of years of teaching
experience to determine if any statistically significant differences existed.

No statistically

significant mean composite score differences were identified on any one of the 21 leadership
behaviors for years of teaching experience. This suggests that the rank order of importance as
identified in the initial descriptive analyses appears to be consistent across all years of teaching
experience, indicating that teachers teaching from 1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, 16-20
years, and 21 + years consistently agree upon what leadership behaviors most influence overall
school performance.
Subsidiary Research Question 4: Do these perceptions differ based on gender?
The fourth research question addressed whether teachers’ perceptions differed based on
gender. An independent samples t test was conducted on each of the 21 leadership behaviors to
determine if any statistically significant differences existed based on gender. No statistically
significant differences existed on any one of the 21 leadership behaviors composite mean scores
based on gender. This suggests that the rank order of importance as identified in the initial
descriptive analyses appears to be consistent between males and females, indicating that males
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and females consistently agree upon what leadership behaviors most influence overall school
performance.
Subsidiary Research Question 5: Do these perceptions differ based on level of formal
education?
The fifth research question explored if teachers’ perceptions differed based on level of
formal education. An ANOVA was conducted comparing the mean composite scores of each of
the 21 leadership behaviors across all levels of formal education to determine if any statistically
significant differences existed. No statistically significant mean composite score differences
were identified on any one of the 21 leadership behaviors based on years of formal education.
This suggests that the rank order of importance as identified in the initial descriptive analyses
appears to be consistent across all years of formal education, indicating that teachers teaching
with a BA+15, BS+15, MA+15, MS+15, or doctorate, all consistently agree upon what
leadership behaviors most influence overall school performance.
Discussion and Conclusions
This research study was framed using McRel's 21 leadership behaviors as constructs,
which previous literature deemed to have a positive impact on student achievement. This
research study also concluded through teacher responses how these behaviors were perceived by
teachers as being utilized by their principals in traditionally low performing high schools that
perform proficiently or higher on New Jersey’s standardized assessment test.
These results are valuable because they are an extension of the literature on leadership
theory and practice that principals could potentially utilize and incorporate into their leadership
practices. At the very least, New Jersey high schools principals may want to consider reviewing
these results.
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The five most significant behaviors reported were relationship- and communicationbased behaviors that focused on acknowledging, maintaining, communicating, and recognizing
people, events, or things that needed to be done in a school. Affirmation recognizes and
acknowledges the good work of teachers, staff, and the school, Relationships acknowledges
being aware and maintaining relationships with staff members, Outreach advocates a school with
parents, students, and the community at large and ensures that the school complies with all
district and state mandates, Order establishes, provides, and reinforces clear structures, rules, and
procedures for staff, students, and the school to follow, and Communication develops and
maintains ongoing open communication with staff.
Potentially, using these relationship-based leadership behaviors such as affirmation,
relationships, and communication could assist principals in relationship building with their
teachers, building and developing a better school culture and school climate in an attempt to
increase student achievement. Much of the research on school leadership includes findings that
indicate that these types of leadership behavior impact students, teachers, schools, and
achievement in schools (Hoy, 1991; Leithwood, 2005; Sergiovanni, 1982).
Lunenburg and Ornstein’s (2007) research on situational theory suggests that leadership
behaviors such as communication, relationships, and resources affect the entire organization.
School climate is important to leadership, specifically when taking the situational leadership
approach. In situational leadership theory the underlying constructs it represents are aligned with
the results of this research study that concluded Affirmation, communication, and relationships
were three of the top five behaviors teachers reported that their principals utilize in their high
schools. Furthermore, new principals attempting to make positive changes in schools by
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incorporating a situational leadership style might be best served by developing, utilizing, and
cultivating these behaviors with teachers.
The five least significant behaviors reported were knowledge and management behaviors
that focused on possessing knowledge about curriculum, assessment, and managing behavior and
change through rewards and other factors. Involvement in curriculum refers to directly being
involved in helping teachers address issues with curricular activities, instruction, and assessment.
Contingent rewards uses seniority, hard work, performance, and results as the basis for
recognition. Change agent uses willingly, systematically, and consistently changing initiatives
for considering new things and operating on the edge versus the status quo. Intellectual
stimulation exposes, informs, and fosters theory and research on effective schooling. Knowledge
of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment possesses extensive knowledge about effective
instructional, curricular, assessment, and classroom practices.
Even though contingent rewards was one of the least significant behaviors teachers
reported their principals as utilizing, behaviorist researcher Eisenberger contends that offering
rewards to recipients to get them to perform at a high level also communicates to recipients the
rewarder lacks the ability to directly control the recipient’s behavior. However, the reward is
offered as a source of motivation, not control (Eisenberger, Pirce, et al., 1999; Eisenberger,
Rhoades, et al., 1999). Literature on transformational leadership describes contingent rewards
(being rewarded for a good job) as an important part of the transformational theory (Bass, 2008).
Contingent rewards are present in transformational leadership and include both psychological
and material rewards (Bass, 2008). However, cognitive evaluation theorists (Deci & Ryan, 1980,
1985, 2000) argue that giving performance-based contingent rewards can undermine motivation
because they decrease feelings of autonomy.
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In the organizational leadership literature and research, change agent is described as
essential and a requirement for creating organizational change (Tschirky, 2011; Ulrich, 1997).
Even though some research has identified different types of change agents and different
processes for changes based on the organization, they all contend change agents are mandatory
for implementing some level of change (Burke, 2011; Eikneberry, 2011; Mansfield, 2011; Thota,
2012). There is limited research on the magnitude or level that change agents impact upon
student achievement in schools. It could possibly be that focusing on being a change agent may
not be one of the most important leadership practices that principals should be focused on
utilizing in their day to day practices. Rather, they should be focusing on the behaviors that have
been proven to have more of an impact on teachers; for example, the relationship behaviors
previously mentioned. If principals focus on using behaviors that foster a high level of
communication and developing relationships, which lead to trust (Hoy, 2011), change could
occur as a positive externality in their schools.
Involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment, intellectual stimulation, and
knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment are all behaviors that focus on competence
of the principal and his or her understanding of what is happening in the classroom; i.e., state
standards and curriculum alignment to state and/or district standardized tests. A fair assumption
would be that an individual hired as principal would possess that knowledge and, if not, be
provided training as an entry level criterion for the job. Since the principal possesses the power
to evaluate and observe teachers and rate their classroom performance as part of his or her
primary function as a principal, it is fair to assume this leadership behavior would have been
ranked higher by teachers, but it was not.
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In low SES high schools that are performing proficiently on standardized assessments in
Language Arts and Mathematics, one would assume that teachers would perceive their principals
as utilizing the leadership behavior involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment.
However, the results of this research study suggest that involvement in curriculum, instruction,
and assessment is one of the least significant behaviors utilized by principals. These results are
incongruent with current educational leadership theory (Hoy, 1998) that supports the fact that a
school leader needs to be well versed in this behavior if students and schools are to be successful.
Goodwin’s study (2013) posited the top leadership behaviors as perceived by a national
sample of exemplary teachers were relationships, communication, and visibility and concurred
with the findings of Seashore-Louis, Wahlstrom, Michlin, Gordon, and Thomas (2010), who
contended that teachers generally look for leadership behaviors that focus on school goals
(visibility and knowledge of curriculum, instruction and assessment), teacher professional
development needs (contingent rewards and intellectual stimulation), and creating ways for
teachers to engage in collaboration (relationships). The results of this research study
corresponded with Goodwin’s (2013) results, identifying communication and relationships as
significant and ranked in the top five of leadership behaviors.
However, the results of this research study differed from Goodwin’s in that knowledge of
curriculum, instruction, and assessment and contingent rewards were not leadership behaviors
this sample of teachers perceived as being most utilized by their principals. This could be due to
demographic differences, state differences, and/or principals’ leadership style. Also, it could be
due to the fact that Goodwin’s study examined teachers from all levels responding to principals’
leadership behaviors; and this research study was high school teachers looking at their high
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schools principals, suggesting there may be something unique to high school principals and
teachers.
Camburn, Rowan, and Taylor (2003) implied in their literature on school reform that
principals should become instructional leaders and be involved in instructional practice
(knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment). It is possible that the principals in the
schools from this research study were not utilizing an “instructional leadership style,” which
could explain the reported findings.
Intellectual stimulation focuses on principals providing information to teachers about
trends in education, new teacher practices, and attempts to motivate or inspire teachers to new
things in their classrooms that might impact student achievement or increase effective schooling.
On the ANOVA performed across all four schools intellectual stimulation was close to obtaining
a level of statistical significance, p > .057.
Generally, a teacher’s primary role is classroom instruction and the relationship-based
behaviors reported as the most significant in this research study may be more aligned to fulfilling
teachers’ needs of support and efficacy in their classes (Bandura, 1994), which may have a
positive impact on student achievement. Edmonds (1979) suggests that the combination of the
principals’ and teachers’ behavior influences teacher interaction with students and their learning.
Intellectual stimulation is a principal-driven action or initiative where principals provide articles
or data to spark discussions or interest in new trends or practices. However, it does not directly
relate to supporting teachers’ needs and could offer a possible reason as to why intellectual
stimulation was one of least significant behaviors perceived.
This research study included an additional analysis on all 85 leadership behavior
component scores and cross-compared them to the 21 leadership composite scores. After
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analyzing the results for the component and composite scores, it was determined that the first
fifteen components were most significantly related to the overall behaviors: affirmation,
communication, culture, optimizer, outreach, relationships, resources, order, and visibility. The
leadership behaviors that continue to emerge from the different analyses conducted were
consistently about cultivating relationships with teachers.
Even though culture, optimizer, resources, and visibility were not the most significant
leadership behaviors in this sample, they still garnered importance; teachers just perceived them
as less important than the top five behaviors. A possible reasoning or explanation for this could
be that desired leadership behaviors are truly contextual, meaning that what is important for a
leader to know and to do at a large, urban high school might not be the same for a leader at a
small, affluent high school.

Research tends to support this position that all leadership is

primarily contextual.
These comparisons were aligned to McRel’s initial leadership studies that contended that
these specific 21 leadership behaviors are highly correlated to improving student achievement if
used by school leaders (Marzano et al., 2005). Additional research findings about the
significance of school leadership on student achievement includes Cotton (2002) and Leithwood
et al. (2005). Cotton (2002) explains that principals are crucial to the success of the school.
Leithwood et al. (2005) specifically concludes that the value of school leadership is an essential
factor for improving student achievement and that school leadership influences the classroom,
teachers, and the school, all of which indirectly influence student learning.
The results of this study cannot be generalized to all New Jersey high schools but can
offer a possible framework to New Jersey high school principals or, in general, principals across
the nation who reside in similar demographics areas. Furthermore, if principals can consciously
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reflect on their own behaviors as they relate to the findings reported here, it may allow them to
be more successful with their relationships with students and teachers and positively impact the
school and student achievement.
In conclusion, current and aspiring principals need to be aware of the significance of their
leadership behaviors and practices in their schools and how their practices can have a direct or
indirect impact on teachers and student achievement. Principals should focus on using specific
leadership behaviors such as affirmation, relationships, outreach, order, and communication in
developing best practices. In addition, these best practices could not only help improve
relationships with teachers but improve the overall culture and climate of the school, which can
also lead to increased student achievement.
Recommendations for Policy and Practice
In U.S. education systems, principals and teachers are being held accountable for
increasingly higher test scores; because of this, there is increased pressure on principals,
teachers, and students in all schools to improve performance. The U.S. Department of Education
wants to increase the number of students prepared for college readiness programs when they exit
high school and to increase the United States’ ability to compete globally for jobs.
Trying to prepare new principals to meet these high demands and lead schools into
reform and change, higher education institutions need to have leadership preparedness programs
that are aligned to meeting these goals. Based on the results of this research study, there are
several recommendations that can be made and could serve as new practices and policies for
state licensing boards, universities, and school boards.
For example, in terms of leadership preparedness programs, it may be a good idea to have
more courses that focus on leadership skills that are aligned to the new standards. Education

122

theory classes are also valuable and should not be discounted in any way; however, what is in a
book and what happens in reality are two different things, and the opportunity to practice
leadership to gain exposure on how to use leadership skills may be more valuable in preparing
new principals. Strengths and deficiencies might also emerge through practice and allow these
aspiring principals to target the skills they want to work on developing.
The new Professional Standards for Educational Leaders formerly known as the ISLLC
Standards define the nature and the quality of work of persons who practice that profession, in
this case educational leaders, and are created for and by the profession to guide professional
practice and how practitioners are prepared, hired, developed, supervised, and evaluated, which
will inform government policies and regulations that oversee the profession (Professional
Standards for Education Leadership, 2015). By articulating the scope of work and the values
that the profession stands for, standards suggest how practitioners can achieve the outcomes that
the profession demands and the public expects (Professional Standards for Education Leadership,
2015).
Many of the new standards for principals and vice principals reflect the behaviors that
were found in this research study to be the most significant; for example, affirmation – Standard
5b: Create and sustain a school environment in which each student is known, accepted, and
valued, trusted, and respected, cared for, and encouraged to be an active and responsible member
of the school community and Standard 3h: Promote the personal and professional health, wellbeing, and work-life balance of faculty and staff.
One of the narratives about the purpose of the new standards on the CCSSO web page
states, “The standards recognize the central importance of human relationships, not only in
leadership work but in teaching and student learning (Professional Standards for Education
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Leadership, 2015); for example, Relationships – Standard 7e: Develop and support open,
productive, caring, and trusting working relationships among leaders, faculty, and staff to
promote professional capacity and the improvement of practice.
For Outreach – Standard 1b: In collaboration with members of the school and the
community and using relevant data, develop and promote a vision for the school on the
successful learning and development of each child and on instructional and organizational
practices that promote such success and Standard 1c: Articulate, advocate, and cultivate core
values that define the school’s culture and stress the imperative of child-centered education;
practice high expectations and student support; equity, inclusiveness, and social justice;
openness, caring, and trust; and continuous improvement. For Order – Standard 1g: Model and
pursue the school’s mission, vision, and core values in all aspects of leadership, Standard 5a:
Build and maintain a safe, caring, and healthy school environment that meets that the academic,
social, emotional, and physical needs of each student, and Standard 5b: Create and sustain a
school environment in which each student is known, accepted and valued, trusted and respected,
cared for, and encouraged to be an active and responsible member of the school community. For
Communication – Standard 1 g: Model and pursue the school’s mission, vision, and core values
in all aspects of leadership and Standard 2 e: Lead with interpersonal and communication skill,
social-emotional insight, and understanding of all students’ and staff members’ backgrounds and
cultures.
The concept of “practice makes perfect” and practicing leadership skills reflected in the
new standards in real life scenarios, internship experiences, simulations, courses with peers,
teachers, and workshop presenters consistently give prospective principals a better understanding
of leadership dynamics and the desired leadership behaviors that they want to utilize. All
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leadership preparation programs are required to not only have courses in administrative
leadership but internships as well.
The findings in this research study posit that relationship-based behaviors were the most
significant from teachers’ perceptions in this sample. Based on that notion, required internships
for prospective principals could include activities, projects, research, etc., to focus on these types
of behaviors. Then, potential principals can focus on developing different leadership styles and
practice those dispositions, behaviors, and skills before applying for different school districts.
The new Professional Standards for Educational Leaders 2015, recognizes the central importance
of human relationships, not only in leadership work, but in teaching and student learning
(Professional Standards for Education Leadership, 2015). However, under Standard 10 – School
Improvement (Effective educational leaders act as agents of continuous improvement to promote
each student’s academic success and well-being) none of the ten constructs that make up school
improvement include anything about communication or relationships.
Some suggestions for leadership practice activities could be presenting students with
series of scenarios, questions, or problems that reflect the standards and their constructs and
asking them to explain how they might respond to the situation or solve the problem based on
their understanding of leadership practices. The leadership behaviors can be taught in any forum
or format. They can be provided as a discussion or in simulations or groups where everyone has
different roles in solving the educational problem or identifying the leadership practices that are
being taught. These types of questions and real life practice scenarios are aligned to the same
type of questioning on the New Jersey School Leadership Licensure Assessment tests to obtain
certificates of eligibility for principals and superintendents.
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All courses, internships, trainings, or seminars should be aligned to not only the New
Standards for Education Leaders 2015 but the principals/superintendents state licensure
assessment. It is only logical that this type of questioning is taught and practiced in leadership
preparation programs statewide. Once vice principals and principals are hired, they must engage
in specific leadership activities that follow each Standard, all of which are cast more toward
school-level leadership than district-level leadership (Professional Standards for Education
Leadership, 2015).
These types of in-depth probing questions require principal candidates to analyze and
discuss how they would respond to school problems based on their knowledge of leadership
practices, whether it be a problem related to school culture or a classroom management issue one
of their teachers might be having.
The prospective candidates’ ability to think hypothetically, act, and respond on what
they would do in a practice situation can only add to their training of dealing with different
education problems or issues. If candidates cannot answer questions about what they would do in
a hypothetical school to support a struggling new teacher or attempt to decrease the high
turnover rate for new teachers in their school, the likelihood of their doing it after being hired is
low. Consequently, practicing these leadership behaviors and the skills needed to identify, solve,
and evaluate problems can only assist to better prepare aspiring principals for their future jobs.
A new suggestion for policy/practice could be how we use our evaluation systems for
principals. Principals are evaluated using summative assessments at the end of year; however,
I’m suggesting moving towards implementing more ongoing formative assessments for
principals. Formative assessments conducted by principals are one way to identify if principals
are engaging in self-reflection and the self-evaluation processes. These are essential practices for
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improving leadership capacities (Costa, 2000; Manzo, 2010). Wasley, Hampel, and Clark (1997)
suggest that schools should cultivate both students and educators to reflect on teaching and
learning, especially during the school change process, which can be hard on students and
educators alike (Wasley, Hampel, & Clark, 1997).
Even though many states and school districts already require summative assessments,
districts that do not should strongly consider adding summative assessment to their evaluative
systems. The best way to implement summative assessments would be to have principals create
their own portfolios to which they add artifacts and documents all year round and which are
ongoing. They must present their portfolio to their designated evaluator, which is usually the
superintendent, at the end of the year. The principal would document specific evidence in their
portfolio of their own evaluation and self-refection and then talk about it and explain their
rationale and the contents of their portfolio to the evaluator. The assumption is the portfolio is a
reflection of what has occurred in the school that school year; and in essence if the principal is
not a reflective or evaluative leader, this profile compels them to try to engage in these actions.
Leadership research on accountability and reform for principals discusses the idea that it
is difficult for principals to make decisions to improve schools with the only goal in mind being
that of increasing student achievement (Reeves, 2009; Stine, 2001; Leithwood, Begley &
Cousins, 1994), but other factors for school improvement and reform should be part of the
conversation, such as a viable system of evaluation and feedback for principals (Kaplan, Owings,
& Nunnery, 2005). Since superintendents and evaluators cannot be with principals all day and
monitor their every decision, a discussion between principals and superintendent on what things
occurred, what decisions were made and why, including artifacts as evidence in a portfolio,
seems to be a reliable means for discussing and reflecting on a principal’s leadership behavior.
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The evidence or data that are produced in the portfolio will facilitate discussions between
principals and evaluators on what transpired in the school and then feedback, suggestions, or
action plans can be made. These ongoing conversations and reevaluations of what is occurring
can help both principals and superintendents to collaborate on how to improve the school and
student achievement.
Research posits portfolios have become the preferred method for professional
development and evaluation in many expert fields such as engineering, medicine, design, and
architecture (Mestry & Schmidt, 2010). Babo and Villaverde in their 2013 study explored using
portfolio assessments in connection with principal evaluation and professional growth and how it
could be linked to a system of evaluation and appraisal that focuses more on the development of
self-reflective skills and professional renewal and growth rather than state-mandated
accountability (Babo & Villaverde, 2013).
Even though the research on portfolio use was limited in the field of education,
researchers recommended the portfolio include artifacts, or data, on how each of the leadership
dimensions were addressed throughout the course of the principal’s academic year, along with a
reflective narrative provided by the principal at the conclusion of each section of the portfolio
(Babo & Villaverde, 2013).
In New Jersey we require students to create portfolios for their writings in Language
Arts. In New Jersey on December 16, 2015, the New Jersey Department of Education announced
that edTPA was approved as the performance assessment required for all candidates seeking the
Certificate of Eligibility with Advanced Standing (CEAS, formerly "traditional-route"), and for
Certificate of Eligibility (CE, formerly "alternate-route") holders seeking the standard certificate
(NJDOE, 2015). The edTPA program is part of the new teacher licensure process in New Jersey
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and includes a reflection component. It is only logical that if portfolios, which are evidencebased formative assessments, are being used by pre-service teacher candidates to reflect on their
work, principals should follow suit with engaging in self-reflection on their leadership behaviors.
Schools districts should strongly consider combining formative assessments with summative
assessments for principals, especially when it comes to making tenure decisions for new
principals.
Educational research on leadership and portfolios found that principals that could be
awarded the opportunity for collaborative discourse on the development of the portfolio found
greater personal benefit than those that were not awarded the same opportunity (Johnston &
Thomas, 2005). In 2003, Marcoux, Brown, Irby, and Lara-Alecio’s case study concluded in a
rural K-12 district in New York that portfolio use in the principal evaluation process not only
facilitated the overall leadership effectiveness but also had a measureable impact on student
achievement (Marcoux, Brown, Irby, & Lara-Alecio, 2003), postulating that portfolios facilitate
a process of the self-reflection which could be beneficial to leadership behavior for principals.
In addition, school districts in New Jersey are required to spend a portion of their
budgets on professional development for teachers and administrators, especially in low
performing areas; the findings from this study suggest that some of those monies should be spent
on improving relationship building for principals. Also, professional development that focuses
on the development of specific leadership behaviors that have been previously identified through
the research and supported by my findings as having the most positive impact on student
achievement should be targeted.
Previous leadership research posits that principals have an impact on their schools. The
selection and continuous training in developing principals should focus not only on selecting
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candidates with quality credentials in educational leadership and school management but
candidates that during the interview process demonstrate a high level of understanding of
effective leadership practices based on their responses to the interview questions that are aligned
to the state assessments to receive certification. The findings of this study support the notion that
leadership is contextual; for example, school environment, climate, culture, placement, etc., can
have an effect on leadership behavior. During the hiring process, questions should be asked that
address issues, problems, or initiatives within the context of the school for which the prospective
candidate might be hired. Then the interviewers can compare candidates’ answers to determine
which candidate they believe would be the best principal to hire for the context of that school
based on their responses of the demands, problems, and issues that school has.
Goodwin’s (2013) study and this research study concluded and added to the previous
literature that communication, affirmation, outreach, order, relationships, visibility, and other
McRel 21 leadership behaviors are behaviors utilized by principals in successful schools as
perceived by teachers.

Professional development and training for principals should be

implemented focusing on McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors. Training on these behaviors can only
strengthen a principal’s understanding of what these 21 leadership behaviors are and how to use
them in schools.
Possible focus areas for training could be situational and task management. Two of
McRel’s leadership behaviors that can have an impact on student achievement are situational
awareness and order. Leadership research has demonstrated that being aware of situations within
an organization and being able to respond and manage tasks are part of the leadership process
(Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; Fiedler, 1964). Principals that can manage tasks efficiently create
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order within themselves and then the assumption is they can create the same type of order within
their school.
Also, professional development and training that focus on time management and
organizational skills can help principals learn how to create order and organize time for school
tasks. An organized principal will have time to prioritize which leadership behaviors he/she
wants to focus on within their school. Leadership research has previously posited in different
domains the positive effects of time management on organizations (Bass & Stogdill, 1990;
Hullan & Ivey, 1999, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). Claessans, Van Eerde, Rutte, and Roe (2007)
conducted a review of literature on time management in organizations and concluded that “time
management behaviors relate positively to perceived control of time, job satisfaction, and health
and negatively to stress. The relationship with work and academic performance was not clear;
although time management training seems to enhance time management skills, this does not
automatically transfer to better performance (Claessans, Van Eerde, Rutte, & Roe 2007). They
concluded that time management has effects on organizations and could take place and be most
useful coupled with other work factors to ensure positive effects. Its outcomes may help to
develop more effective time management practices.
Additional research studies have confirmed that communicating and relationships are
essential for positive culture and climate in schools (Hoy, 1991; Leithwood, 2005; Sergiovanni,
1982). Relationship based trainings or seminars would be valuable for principals to undergo.
Also, Goodwin’s study (2013) found that the leadership behaviors reported were different
based on gender and grade level. She implied when hiring new principals, interviewers should
focus on trying to match leadership behaviors and style to grade level and these matches may
foster a better fit between principal and school. By organizing prospective faculty in terms of
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gender, a principal may be able to focus on specific leadership behaviors which may differ
depending on the population of teachers (Goodwin, 2013). For example, elementary principal
and high school principals depending on the assigned percentages of female teachers or male
teachers may need to practice different leadership behaviors. Goodwin’s study (2013) indicated
there could be leadership behaviors that may be more effective for one type of school as
compared to another school.
However, this research study found no significant differences reported in leadership
behaviors based on gender, school, age, degrees earned, and years of teaching experience.
Further examinations should be conducted and explored examining gender differences and
differences in leadership behavior and school grade levels.
Recommendations for Future Research
Overall, based on the findings of the research study, the researcher suggests the following
possible recommendations for future research and analysis. This research study should be
replicated with a similar sample using a qualitative methodological approach; for example,
interviewing a select sample of teachers to find out what leadership behaviors they feel are
important for principals in traditionally low performing schools. This will provide teachers the
opportunity to explain or elaborate on their answers or to add any additional leadership behaviors
they thought were significant to leadership behavior and student achievement. In this case, a
more traditional “grounded theory” approach could be applied to the methodology.
It is suggested that qualitative methods such as case studies, focus groups, and interviews
of high school teachers, principals, and students about their perceptions of how principals might
utilize McRel’S 21 leadership behavior in high performing versus low performing high schools
might enhance what was learned from this study. Using qualitative methods combined with
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quantitative methods might further provide a more advanced and in-depth analysis of not only
teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s leadership behaviors but also other stakeholders’
perceptions in the school.
Increasing the sample size of this research study and replicating it on a larger scale
throughout all New Jersey high schools and/or nationally could provide more comprehensive
and in-depth knowledge on the topic.
Future research studies could focus on examining significant differences between
principals’ utilization of McRel’s 21 leadership behaviors as perceived by their teachers in
elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools.

Additionally, an analysis of these

behaviors based on grade levels in elementary school as opposed to high school might reveal
significant differences.
Other areas of focus and analysis could be performed using McRel’s 21 leadership
behaviors, such as focusing on different schools, ages, years of experience, teaching degrees, and
gender studies of these leadership behaviors. Even though this research reported no significant
differences in any of these variables, replicating the research study with a larger sample of
teachers and/or more schools, or in different states, can only add to the limited research on the
topic.
Conclusion
Nationally, schools are being held accountable for increasing student achievement, which
has become a primary focus for all school principals and teachers. Principals as school leaders
are an essential and integral component for influencing what happens in their schools, and their
behaviors can directly and indirectly affect students and their achievement. There is no one-sizefits-all approach for how principals might modify their behaviors to positively impact student
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achievement in their schools but being aware of which specific behaviors have been proven
through research to have an impact on teachers and student achievement is important. The
information and analyses reported here can offer basic and fundamental insights into leadership
behaviors and leadership practices principals may want to consider utilizing in their schools.
A principal’s ability to reflect, evaluate, and create action plans in which specific
leadership behaviors are a priority for the daily practice of school leadership is a requirement for
an effective principal. This practice can facilitate relationship building among teachers,
principals, students, and parents and influence not only the overall efficacy of the school but also
classroom instruction, which can lead to increased student achievement.
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Appendix D
Superintendent Solicitation Letter
May 15, 2015
Dear Superintendent:
My name is Michelle Panichi-Raimondi and I am currently enrolled as a doctoral student with
the Department of Educational Leadership, Management and Policy at Seton Hall University
located in South Orange, New Jersey.
Please accept this correspondence as my formal request to distribute an anonymous survey to
your school district’s high school teachers via an email link to Survey Monkey (survey is
included as a separate attachment).

The working title for my dissertation is, “Which of

MCREL’s 21 Leadership Behaviors Contribute to Successful High Schools in Low SES Areas in
New Jersey as Perceived by a Sample of New Jersey High School Teachers.” Your school
district’s high school was selected to participate in this study based on its above average
standardized test score performance for high schools located in an area of high socioeconomic
challenge. The primary purpose of this research is to expand the knowledge base concerning
effective principal leadership behaviors and practices that may positively affect student academic
achievement in areas of high socioeconomic need.
The proposed survey distribution will be to forward a link to Survey Monkey, an online selfadministered survey, to the high school principal via email with a request for him/her to forward
that email to all high school teachers. This email will include a letter of solicitation addressed to
the teachers requesting their voluntary participation in the study. The estimated time to complete
the survey is approximately 15-20 minutes, which can be accomplished at any time during a two
week period. I have included a copy of the solicitation correspondence with this request letter.
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Teacher participation in the study is completely voluntary. Strict confidentiality and anonymity
will be maintained since the survey delivery and collection mechanism uses an online, virtual
protocol. However, in order to gauge the return rate, participants will be asked to identify their
respective school through the use of an identification number. This is strictly for administrative
purposes and this information will remain confidential and not be included in the reporting of the
final results. All survey results will be reported in the aggregate and the researcher will maintain
complete confidentiality regarding participation. The data collected will be stored electronically
on a USB memory key that will be securely locked in a cabinet at my place of residence. Only I
and my university dissertation mentor, Dr. Gerard Babo, will have access to the data. The data
will be kept for five years after which time it will be destroyed. If you have any questions
pertaining to the use of human subjects in a survey, please feel free to contact IRB@shu.edu.
Thank you for your anticipated cooperation and I look forward to hearing from you concerning
this request.
Respectfully,
Michelle Panichi-Raimondi
raimondimi@elizabeth.k12.nj.us
Ed.D Program
Seton Hall University
400 South Orange Avenue
Jubilee Fourth Floor
South Orange, NJ 07079

___________________________________
X Signature
Permission to survey high school teachers

__________________
Date
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Appendix E
PRINCIPAL SOLICITATION LETTER
May 15, 2015
Dear Colleague:
I am currently enrolled as a doctoral student at Seton Hall University, South Orange. New Jersey
in the Ed. D. Program. College of Education and Human Services, Department of Education
Leadership, Management and Policy.
Please accept this letter as my request to invite you to participate in a research study via an email
link to anonymous online survey provided through Survey Monkey. The working title for my
dissertation is, “Which of MCREL’s 21 Leadership Behaviors Contribute to Successful High
Schools in Low SES Areas in New Jersey as Perceived by a Sample of New Jersey High School
Teachers.” The primary purpose of this research is to expand the knowledge base concerning
effective principal leadership behaviors and practices that may positively affect student academic
achievement in areas of high socioeconomic need. Since your high school has been identified as
one of these select New Jersey high schools the information that you provide could potentially
influence the practice of building leadership at similar high schools throughout the State of New
Jersey. Survey questions ask the participant to record his/her perceptions of their principal’s
utilization of MCREL’s 21 leadership behaviors as they relate to the day-to-day administration
of the high school where he/she has been assigned.
The link to Survey Monkey will be emailed to you from your high school principal. Survey
Monkey is an online self-administered survey tool that will allow you to take the survey at your
convenience at any time during a two week period commencing on
ending on

and

. The estimated time to complete the survey is approximately 15-
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20 minutes. Your participation in the study is completely voluntary and you can exit the study at
any time. Your participation is confidential and anonymous. No one will know if you decided
to participate in the study or not. Strict confidentiality and anonymity will be maintained since
the survey delivery and collection mechanism uses an online, virtual protocol. However, in
order to gauge the return rate, participants will be asked to identify their respective school
through the use of an identification number. This is strictly for administrative purposes by the
researcher and this information will remain confidential and not be included in the reporting of
the final results. All survey results will be reported in the aggregate and the researcher will
maintain complete confidentiality regarding participation. The data collected will be stored
electronically on a USB memory key that will be securely locked in a cabinet at my place of
residence. Only I and my university dissertation mentor, Dr. Gerard Babo, will have access to
the data. The data will be kept for five years after which time it will be destroyed. If you have
any questions pertaining to the use of human subjects in a survey, please feel free to contact
IRB@shu.edu. Thank you for your anticipated cooperation and I look forward to hearing from
you concerning this request

Warmest regards,
Michelle Panichi-Raimondi
raimondimi@elizabeth.k12.nj.us
Ed.D Program
Seton Hall University
400 South Orange Avenue
Jubilee Fourth Floor
South Orange, NJ 07079
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